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CONSISTORY   COURT  OF  LONDON. 


1812. 

Wbinpibld,  by  his  Attorney^  v.  Watkinb,  2Vr»? 

/oiiiMirySl. 

1  HIS  suit  was  instituted  by  Mr.  John  Skinner* 

The  sequel- 

the  attorney  of  the  Reverend  William  Whinfield,  tmtor  of  a  be- 
vicar  of  the  vicarages  of  Ramsay  and  Dover  Court,  bound  to  re- 
with  the  chapelry  of  Harwich,  against  George  age-hoase. 
Watkins,  the  receiver  of  the  tithes,  and  other  !^d  lubie^'for 
emolmnents  of  the  said  vicarages,  in  virtue  of  a  in  the  Bishop's 
sequestration  issued  under  the  seal  of  the  Consis-  ^^"^ 
tonal  Court  of  London. 

The  libel  pleaded,  that  the  Rev.  W.  Cowper  was 
on  the  3d  of  Feb.  1786,  lawfully  instituted  and  in- 
ducted into  the  vicarages  of  Ramsay  and  Dover 

Vol.  II.  B 


Watkins. 


CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 

1812.  Court,  with  the  chapelry  of  Harwich;  and  con- 
™  ^"^""^  tinned  in  possession  of  them  till  his  death,  which 
».  happened  on  the  26th  of  Nov.  1809 : — ^that  from 
time  immemorial  a  vicarage-house  with  offices,  and 
premises  at  Ramsay,  and  a  farm-house  and  out- 
houses at!  Dover  court,  have  belonged  to  the  said 
vicarages,  and  a  small  house  situated  at  Harwich 
has  belonged  to  the  chapelry  of  Harwich ;  and 
that  the  Rev.  W.  Cowper  held  and  possessed  the 
same,  during  his  incumbency. 

That  on  the  29th  of  July,  1805,  a  sequestration 
of  these  benefices  was  granted  to  George  Watkins, 
in  virtue  of  which,  he  from  that  time,  till  the  death 
of  the  Rev.  W.  Cowper,  received  all  the  tithes  of 
profits  arising  from  them: — that  the  said  tithes 
and  profits  have  been  more  than  sufficient  to  de- 
fray the  expences  of  repairing  the  dilapidations  of 
the  vicarage  houses,  farm-house,  &c. : — and  that 
George  Watkins  is  by  law  obliged  to  repair  the 
said  dilapidatioAs. 

That,  during  the  incumbency  of  William  Cowper, 
and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  said  vicarage- 
houses,  and  other  buildings,  were  in  a  very  ruinous 
condition ;  and  stood  in  need  of  very  many  repara- 
tions : — that  to  amend  and  repair  them  will,  on  the 
most  moderate  computation,  amount  to  the  sum  of 
5657.  3^.  6rf, 

«  ■ 

That  George  Watkins  has  been  asked,  and  re- 
quested by  the  Rev.  W.  Whinfield,  or  some  person 
on  his  behalf,  to  repair  the  dilapidations  aforesaid ; 
but  has  refiised,  and  still  continues  to  refuse  so  to  do. 

The  libel  concluded  by  praying  that  George 
Watkins  might  be   compelled  to  pay  the  costs 


CONSISTOEY  COURT  OF  LONDON. 

dnd  chaises  of  the  repairs  of  the  said  dilapidations,        i^^s. 
according  to  a  schedule  and  estimate  which  were  y^^^^^j^j, 
annexed  to  the  plea.  v. 

-  Arnold  cigainst  the  admission  of  the  libel. 
The  act  of  sequestration  appears  here  in  the 
ordinary  form,  under  the  king's  writ, — the  process 
issues  for  the  purpose  of  the  payment  of  debts, — 
the  common  law  takes  cognizance  of  these  matters, 
as  appears  from  Degge :  (a)  if  so,  it  must  be  held 
that  debts  shall  be  preferred  to  dilapidations; — 

_  « 

(a)  Suite  for  dilapidations  are  most  pioperly  and  naturally  to 
be  sued  in  the  Spiritual  Courts ;  and,  if  any  prohibition  should 
he  granted,  the  same  ought  to  be  superseded  by  a  consultation ; 
but  this  is  intended  'where  the  suit  is  grounded  on  the  Canon 
Lav.  Bat  the  successor  may,,  upon  the  custom  of  England,  have 
especial  action  upon  the  case  against  the  dilapidator,  his  execu- 
tors, or  administrators,  whereof  there  are  multitudes  of  pre- 
cedents»  even  in  the  times  of  Popery.  See  Degge's  Parson's 
Counsellor,  p.  94. 

The  ediUMT  of  Degge,  (for,  from  the  statement  of  the  case^ 
it  cannot  be  Degge  himself,)  says  that  there  is  much  curious 
learning  on  this  subject  in  3  Levins,  p.  268.  The  case  re* 
feired  to  for  this  curious  leamiug  is,  that  of  Jones  v.  Hill 
K,B.  1  W.  &  M. :  it  was  an  action  brought  by  a  parson  against 
lus  predecessor  for  dilapidations ; — the  declaration  stated,  that 
the  defendant  being  parson,  had  accepted  another  benefice,  and 
left  the  houses  out  of  repair;  that,  by  the  custom  of  the  realm 
in  such  a  case,  he  was  bound  to  pay  to  his  successor  so  much 
money  as  was  sufficient  for  the  repairs.  After  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintifT,  an  arrest  of  judgment  was  moved,  on  the  ground,  that 
the  action  did  not  'lie.  And  of  this  opinion  was  PoUexfen, 
Chief  Justice,  who  tried  the  cause  at  Warwick  Assizes  ;  and  in 
the  same  opinion  he  continued,  for  he  said  the  cause  was  only 
suable  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.      In  support  of  the  action 
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the  sequestrator^  therefore^  being  liable  to  satisfy 
the  debts  before  he  repairs  the  dilapidations^  it  is 
incumbent  on  the  party  proceeding  to  shew  not 
only  that  he  has  received  sufficient  for  the  dilapida* 
tion,  but  also  sufficient  in  the  first  instance  to  sa- 
tisfy the  debt ;  the  case  of  Hubbard  v.  Beckford 
will  probably  be  cited;  but  in  that  case  (b)  the  Court 
found  by  the  account,  that  there  was  a  surplus  in 
the  hands  of  the  sequestrator ;  and  therefore  held 
him  liable. 

Besides,  in  the  process  of  sequestration,  it  is  re- 
cited, that  previous  sequestrations  of  the  same  kind 
had  issued  ;  the  party  proceeded  against  was 
only  four  years  in  possession  of  the  sequestration ; 
some  of  the  former  claims  may  be  still  subsisting ; — 
the  dilapidations  are  pleaded  gen^raUy^  to  have 


Degge's  Parsons  Law  was  cited.  Part  1.  c.  8.  p.  79.  where  he 
says  that  many  such  actions  have  been  maintained,  and  cites 
HiU.  18  H.  8.  Rot.  306.  HiU.  15  Jac.  1.  Rot.  474.  Mich. 
12  H.  8.  Rot.  730.  But  on  search  of  the  RoUs  no  judgment 
was  had  in  any  of  the  said  cases,  but  in  some  of  them  a  verdict 
and  divers  continuencies  entered.  But  in  the  case  of  Day  t 
HoUington,  Mich.  3  Jac.  2.  C.  B.  Rot.  39.  in  a  similar  case 
judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  a  demurrer. 

The  Court,  however,  inclined  to  the  opinion  of  the  Chief 
Justice  PoUexfen;  but  the  cause  was  put  on  the  paper  to  be  fur- 
ther argued :  afterwards  in  Trinity  Term,  Pollexfen  and  Ventris 
being  dead,  the  cause  was  again  argued  before  Powell  and 
Rooksby,  Justices,  and  they  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Levins  was  himself  counsel  for  the  plaintiff. 

See  also  the  case  of  Okes  v.  Ange,  5  W.  &  M.  in  B.  R.  where 
a  prohibition  was  granted,  because  the  party  suing  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Court  had  already  recovered  dilapidations  in  the 
same  case  in  the  Temporal  Court.     Levins  3.  413. 

(hj  Hubbard  Y.  Beckford,  Consist.  1798. 
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been  incurred  during  the  iucumbeney  of  the  late      IB12. 
Ticar ;  may  they  not  have  occurred  during  the  pes-  w"[^J^^„ 
session  of  the  present  sequestrator  ? — ^The  last  se-         v. 
questrator  cannot  be  held  liable  for  all  the  charges 
of  this  description^  when  he  received  his  sequestra- 
tion without  prejudice  to  the  former  sequestrators. 

Th^^  is  another  objection^  which  applies  to 
fbnti^  rather  than  to  substance ; — ^the  suit  is  brought 
by  the  attorney  of  the  present  incumbent, — ^the  in- 
cumbent himself  being  abroad.  In  a  libel,  we  ap- 
prehend^  the  party  is  bound  fiilly  to  set  forth  the 
title  under  which  he  can  recover ; — here  the  party 
acting  h^  no  title  of  his  own ;  and,  therefore,  he 
is  compellable  to  exhibit  the  authority  under  which 
he  acts. 

Swahejfy  contrh. 

The  incumbent  has  not  only  naqied  an  attorney, 
bat  has  also  appointed  hiin  by  special  proxy; 
when  a  party  sues  by  attorney,  he  is  bound  to  pro- 
duce the  letter  of  attorney ; — but  I  know  of  no 
case  where  the  power  has  been  required  to  be 
strictly  pleaded. 

In  the  cade  of  Hubbard  v.  Beckford  (a),  it  did 

(a)  Habbard  v.  Beckford,  Cons.  .  ^gg 

JtfMiniHT.  2Vmi/y 

P«a  Curiam.  Term, 

Tbia  ifl  an  allegation  in  a  cause  of  dilapidations  against  the        ^^      ' 
seqiitttrator  of  the  rectory  of  Shepperton.     A  libel  has  been      ^ 
given  in,  and  this  allegation  is  in  answer  to  it. 

It  is  objected  to  on  principle — I  shall  however  admit  it — it  ap- 
peals tkat  great  part  of  it  is  merely  introductory  of  the  circum- 
stances of  the  sequestrator,  which  it  is  proper  the  Court  should 
bare  before  it — it  is  right  that  the  sequestrator  should,  in  all 
(,  give  an  account  to  the  ordinary  :  and  though  this  account 
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indeed  appear^  that  there  was  some  surplus  in  the 
hands  of  the  sequestrator  ;  but  the  Court  said  ge- 


ls stated,  to  have  been  given  in  another  cause,  it  may  be  intro- 
duced in  this  as  an  exhibit.  I  shall  admit  the  allegation ;  but 
I  propose  to  throw  out  a  general  idea  of  the  cause  to  direct  the 
parties.  It  is  stated  that  there  is  no  great  difference  between  the 
demand,  and  the  sum  which  the  parties  are  ready  to  pay.  I  am 
inclined  to  hold  ,that  the  sequestrator  wiU  be  liable  for  the  di- 
lapidations. The  bishop's  writ  directs  the  sequestrator  to  levy 
certain  sums  for  the  payment  of  debts.  The  writ  is  mandatory ; 
the  sequestrator  is  only  ininisterial — ^he  levies  by  sequestration — 
the  sequestrator  is  a  kind  of  bailiff  to  the  bishop : — ^the  writ 
mentions  only  money  to  be  raised  for  debt.  Bat  incident  to 
and  inseparable  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  it  is,  that  the 
sequestrator  shall  attend  to  certain  points.  The  writ  expresses 
that  he  shall  supply  the  Church  with  Divine  offices ;  and  that 
all  other  charges  and  duties  shall  be  sustained,  and  that  he  shall 
render  an  account  to  the  bishop.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  se- 
questrator to  provide  all  the  necessary  chaiges  of  the  church : 
and  I  know  not  on  what  principle  it  is  to  be  contended  that  the 
repair  of  part  of  the  church  belonging  to  the  rectory,  and  of  the 
parsonage  house,  are  not  duties  to  which  the  living  is  liable, 
llie  incumbent  is  as  much'  subject  to  these  as  to  provide  divine 
worship — ^he  is  compellable  to  the  one,  as  to  the  other;  and 
subject  to  the  same  penalties  for  the  neglect  of  them  :  he  cannot 
exonerate  himself  from  them  by  any  private  contract,  or  transfer 
the  benefice  discharged  of  them. 

A  creditor  is  usually  preferred;  but  this  is  merely  for  the 
convenience  of  the  bishop,  for  he  has  no  right  to  it ;  it  may  be 
granted  to  the  churchwardens,  or  to  any  person  in  the  discretion 
of  the  bishop.  If  a  creditor  takes  it,  he  has  no  greater  ad- 
vantage, or  other  right,  than  any  other  sequestrator,  who  would 
have  to  pay  over  to  him  what  he  received  after  providing  for 
other  duties,  and  not  to* give  himself  the  preference.  It  is  not 
asserted  that  the  sequestrator  is  not  bound  to  repair,  far  he 
pleads  that  he  has  repaired,  and  states  the  sum  which  he  ha9 
expended  on  the  repairs. 
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nerally^  that  it  was  inclined  to  hold  a  sequestrator  I812. 
liable  for  daapidations;— the  writ  mentions  nothmg  .^^^^^^^ 
bat  the  debt ;  but  it  is  inseparable  from  it^  that  .  v. 
there  should  be  charges  over  and  above  the  debt 
which  is  to  be  recovered : — the  repairs  of  the  vicar- 
age and  buildings  are  a  necessary  charge ;"— a  cre- 
ditor has  no  greater  advantage  than  another  seqties- 
trator:  he  must  accept  it  as  another  sequestrator : — 
as  to  the  preference  of  debts  over  dilapidations, 
that  can  only  be  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the 
incumbent. 

With  respect  to  the  prior  sequestrations ; — I  ap- 
prehend all  the  sequestrators  were  bound  in  the 
same  way ;  this  can  make  no  difference  with  re- 
spect to  the  present  sequestrator — ^it  was  not  till 
these  first  debts  were  satisfied,  that  the  present  se- 
questrator had  any  demand : — it  is  a  charge  upon 
the  living  itself :  the  former  sequestrators  were  to 
look  to  it,  and  might  have  held  on  the  sequestra- 
tion tin  the  charges  were  satisfied. 

Per  Curiam. 

Let  the  power  of  attorney  be  produced  on  the 
next  Court  day ;  the  iaclination  of  my  opinion  is 
to  admit  the  libel. 


I  am  of  opinion  that  the  sequestrator  is  liable,  in  the  first 
place ;  and  that  he  is  entitled  for  pa3ncnent  of  his  debt  to  the 
sum  that  remains.  I  consider  these  charges  as  necessary  duties 
incident  to  the  office,  though  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the 
mit  of  the  bishop ;  yet  legally  contained  therein,  and  not  to 
be  separated  from  it,  eren  by  the  authority  of  the  bishop 
himself. 


8  ca8bs  dstebmtnbd  in  the 

1812.  Judgment. 

Term.^  SiR  WiLLlAM   ScOTT. 

Feft^  This  is  a  libel  given  in  by  the  attorney  of  the 
Whinfibld  ^^^^i*  of  Ramsay  and  Dover  Cionrt  againstfthe  Rev« 
•'•  R.  Watkins,  the  seqaestrator  of  that  living.  The 
sequestration  issued  in  1805  to  George  Watkins ; 
and  the  libel  states  that  he  has  received  more  than 
sufficient  from  the  profits  of  the  living  to  repair 
the  vicarage-house  and  buildings ;  and  that  he  is 
bound  to  repair  them.  The  libel,  therefore,  m 
taken  out  against  him,  as  a  person  acting  under  a 
sequestration ;  and  I  am  willing  to  admit  that  the 
^questrator  is  bound  to  repair  edifices  belonging 
to  the  benefice ;  and  that  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  he  may  be  compelled  to  do  so  by  a  process 
from  the  Bishop's  Court.  The  repair  of  the  church 
is  as  necessary  a  charge  as  the  supply  of  the  church 
itself  :-^he  may  therefore  be  compelled  by  the 
bishop  and  churchwardens  to  make  the  repairs :-~ 
nothing  would  exonerate  him  froin  them. 

But  I  do  not  undertake  to  say  that  he  may  not 
plead  circumstances  which  may  exonerate  him 
from  this  obligation,  as  far  as  the  authority  of  this 
Court  goes.  If  he  can  shew  that  the  sequestra^ 
tion  has  been  finished,  and  determined,  and  that  the 
accounts  have  been  made  up,  he  may  not  be  liable 
here : — ^he  may  be  liable  elsewhere : — but  it  does 
not  seem  to  me  that  this  Court  can  interfere  after 
his  sequestration  has  closed,  and  his  connection 
with  the  living  has  ceased. 

He  is  described  as  sequestrator ;  therefore,  on 
the  face  of  the  statement  he  appears  liable. 
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I  shall  admit  the  Ubel  as  it  is  reformed : — it  will       ^812. 
be  open  to  the  party  proceeded  against^  to  counter-  whinmbld 
plead  to  it. 

I  entertain^  hower^,  considerable  doubts^  if  it 
shall  be  shewn  that  the  sequestration  has  been  en- 
tirdy  drtermmed^  with  respect  to  the  liability  of 
a  person,  whose  connection  with  this  Court  has 
ceased. 
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4 

JM.ARIA  Greenstreet  was  married  to  the  Rev.  Ro- 
bert Heysham  Cumyns,  on  the  26th  of  July,  1807  ; 
—the  present  suit  was  instituted  by  her  in  Nov. 
1809,  to  annul  that  marriage,  on  the  ground  of  the 
impotency  of  her  husband.  ^  A  Ubel  was  given  in 
alleging  his  incapacity  to  consummate  the  mar- 
riage ; — ^and  the  husband  admitted  this  fact  in  his 
answers.  There  was  in  evidence  also,  the  report 
of  two  physicians,  and  two  surgeons,  who  had  been 
duly  appointed,  and  sworn  to  inspect  the  person 
of  the  husband ;  which  stated  in  substance,  that 
though  the  disease,  and  imperfection  of  the  parts, 
was  not  such  as  to  imply  impotency  to  the  execu- 
tion of  their  functions; — ^yet  that,  having  heard 
his  own  accurate  history  of  his  alleged  impotence, 
•they  put  faith  in  his  account ;  and  as  he  was  in 
good  health,  they  could  hold  out  no  hopes  of  his 
impotence  being  remedied  by  any  medical  treat- 
ment. 

Arnold  and  Jenner/or  the  wife. 

Swahejf,  contrct. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

I  think  there  is  enough  to  satisfy  the  Court  that 
at  the  time  this  marriage  took  place,  there  was  in- 
competency to    perform    the  duties   which    the 
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marriage  contract  enjoins^  and  which  were  ne-       I812. 

*  Hilary 

cessary  to  render  it  valid.  Term. 

The  fact  is  sufficiently  established; — ^and  also 
tliat  there  i&  no  collusion  between  the  parties. 

There  is  an  air  of  truth  in  the  evidence ;  and  a 
great  disposition^  ojx  the  part  of  the  husband,  to 
atone  for  the  injury  he  has  inflicted  on  this  ladyi 
being  in  utter  ignorance  himself  of  his  constitu- " 
tional  defects.  It  appears  that  he  was  incapable  at 
the  tune  of  marriage,  and  has  continued  so  ever 
since ; — and  I  pronounce  for  the  nulUty. 


MaYHEW   v.   MaYHEW.  jt^J!^ 

Apnl  17. 

C  H  ARLES  Mayhew  instituted  proceedings  against  Nuuity  of 

marriage 

his  wife  for  adultery : — the  libel  pleaded  that  the  being  asserted 

ilk  answer  to 

parties  intermarried  together  on  the  4th.  of  Sept.  a  ubei.  charr 
1806.     The  wife  appeared  by  her  proctor ;  and  ad-  the  question 

•        J.  i»/^  1  ''•  "i»i»i»  of  nullity  is 

nutted  m  acts  of  Courts  that  a  marriage  did  m  fact^  first  to  be  dis- 
though  illegally^  take  place  between  the  parties  in  ?      ^  *  " 
the  cause; — ^but  otherwise  contested  the  suit  ne- 
gatively. 

SwaJbeyfor  the  husband. 

Prayed  an  assignation  on  the  proctor  for  the 
wife,  to  plead  the  illegality  of  the  marriage. 

Stoddart,  contrcty  contended,  that  the  husband 
must  first  prove  his  libel. 
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Per  Curiam. 

I  think  the  preliminary  question  of  the  l^ality 
or  illegality  of  the  marriage  must  be  decided,  before 
the  husband  is  put  to  the  expence  of  exaniining 
witnesses  on  his  libel. 


^^;^  An  allegation  was  offered  to  the  Court  on  the 
Jme  9.  part  of  the  wife ; — ^it  was  of  considerable  length ; 
but  the  facts  principally  relied  upon  to  establish 
the  nullity  were,  that  she  wa^r  described  in  the  pub- 
lication of  banns  as  Sarah  Kelso,  widow ; — ^whereas 
she  was  in  fact  Sarah  White,  spinster ; — ^both  par- 
ties'were  above  twenty-one  years  of  age  at  the  time 
of  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

This  allegation  travels  into  history,  which  I  do 
not  think  important.  I  wish  more  attention  had 
been  paid  to  the  relevancy  of  the  matter  pleaded. 
It  recites  the  marriage  act ;  and  states  that  the 
•  woman,  the  daughter  of  Thomas  and  Sarah  White, 
was  baptized  by  the  name  of  Sarah  ; — that  her 
parents  died  when  she  was  about  three  years  old : — 
that  she  then  went  to  Northumberland,  thence  to 
Denmark,  and  afterwards  to  tlie  East  Indies  ; — ^and 
is  the  Court  to  go  into  all  this  history  ?  It  would 
lead  to  a  monstrous  mass  of  evidence,  which,  after 
all,  would  be  totally  irrelevant :  the  only  question 
being,  whether  she  was  duly  married  under  the 
publication  of  banns  as  "Sarah  Kelso,  widow." 
The  allegation  states,  that  she  made  Mayhew  ac- 
quainted with  her  real  situation  ; — that  she  ex- 
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plained  to  him  that  she  was  not  a  widow,  but  a 
spinster: — ^and  that  her  real  name  was  Sarah 
White,  and  not  Sarah  Kelso : — and  then  proceeds 
to  assert  that  the  publication  of  the  banns  was  di- 
rected by  the  man  to  be  in  the  name  of  Kelso,  that 
he  might  avoid  the  marriage  at  a  future  time. — I 
am  of  opinion,  that  such  a  publicatioQ  would  not 
afiect  the  validity  of  the  marriage: — on  whom 
would  be  the  fraud  ?  not  on  the  man, — he  knew  ail 
the  &cts,  and  all  the  circumstances ;  and  might 
think  this  the  most  proper  name  to  be  used.  She  had 
used  mBjxy  names ;  he  might  have  doubts  as  to  what 
she  ought  to  be  called— on  whom  else  could  there 
be  fraud  r  the  woman  was  a  major  r-^diffi^reut 
from  a  ease  where  the  parents'  rights  would  be  in- 
vaded c-^no  fraud  can  possibly  be  suggested  against 
tuay  ouet  The  act  of  Parliami^nl;  does  not  require 
^  deBoripUon  of  the  party. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  this  allegation  were 
]^oved,  it  would  not  dissolve  a  marriage  which 
took  place  under  such  circumstances,  (a) 


Allegation  rejected. 


(aj  The  case  of  i^ultery  being  substantiated  against  the  wife, 
the  Court  gave  sentence  in  favour  of  the  husband,  and  decreed 
a  separation  d  mensd  et  tgro,  Mich.  Term,  Dec.  14, 1813. 
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^•^  2®'  Tree  v.  Quin. 


A  libel  In  a 
suit   for   nul 


.  1  HIS  suit  was  instituted  by  a  father,  to  set  aside 
ri^^Um"'  *^®  clandestine  marriage  of  his  daughter,  who  was 
Jrii^^  **  ^^  mmor-  TJie  libel  pleaded,  that  she  was  baptized 
Iwc  pXush.  *^y  *^®  name^of  Martha  only,  and  was  known  by 
^^^tnijL ""  *^^*  name,  and  by  no  other  Christian  name  what- 
nrae^Xch  ^^  amongst  her  relations  and  friends,  whereas 
did  not  be-      the    hanns  were   published    under   the    names    of 

long  to  the  '       -^  ^ 

woman ;  but     Martha  Caroline.     And  also,   "  that  neither  she^ 

rejected  aa  to  .  .  • 

that  part,  nor  her  husband,  were  inhabitants  of  the  parish  in 
the  non-re-  the  church  of  which  they  were  married ;  or  had  any 
parties  in  the  house,  lodging,  or  usual  place  of  abode  therein*^ 
they  were  ^^  Edwards  against  the  admission  of  the  libel. 

mamed.  rjij^^  whole  is  inadmissible ;  but  especially  that 

part  which  states,  that  the  parties  were  not  re- 
sident in  the  parish  in  which  they  were  married : — 
for  the  act  of  parliament  (aj  directs,  that  no  evi- 
dence touching  the  residence  shall  be  gone  into 
after  a  marriage  has  been  solemnized. 

faj  Provided  always  that,  after  the  eolemnization  of  any 
marriage,  under  a  publication  of  banns,  it  shall  not  be  neces- 
sary, in  support  of  such  marriage,  to  give  any  proof  of  the  actustl 
dwelling  of  the  parties  in  the  respective  parishes  or  chapelries 
wherein  the  banns  of  matrimony  were  published  ,*-  or,  where  the 
marriage  is  by  licence,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  give  any 
proof  that  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  one  of  the  parties,  for 
the  space  of  four  weeks  as  aforesaid,  was  in  the  parish  or 
chapelry  where  the  marriage  was  solemnized ;  nor  shall  any 
evidence  in  either  of  the  said  cases  be  received  to  prove  the 
contrary  in  any  suit  touching  the  validity  of  such  marriage. 
26  Geo.  2.  c.  33. 
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Swabev  contrct.  1812. 

The  non-residence  is  not  pleaded  as  of  itself,  in-       xerm. 
ducing  a  nullity : — ^but  as  a  circumstance  to  shew 
the  contrivance  and  clandestine  conduct  of  the 
Parties.  Q^j^ 

Per  Curiam. 

If  I  admit  the  libel,  I  think  I  must  exclude  that    ^  J^ll? 
part  of  it  which  pleads  that  the  parties  did  not  re-      Jvne  9. 
side  in  the  parish  m  which  the  banns  were  pub- 
lished. 

I  shall  admit  the  re^iainder  without  determining 
the  law  of  the  case,  till  I  see  what  is  proved ; — ^but 
let  the  cause  stand  over  till  the  next  Court. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

I  think  the  words  of  the  act  are  so  strong  as  to 
bind  the  Court  not  to  admit  the  article  respecting 
the  residence.  The  libel  must  be  reformed  as  to 
that  article,  and  admitted,  (bj 

flj  The  libel  was  admitted  to  proof  as  reformed  ;  but  no  wit- 
nesses bave  been  hitherto  produced,  nor  have  any  further  pro- 
ceedings been  had  in  the  cause. 
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EiJjQTT  and  Sugden  v.  Gujir. 


A  voidable 
marriage  can^ 
not.be  render- 
ed Yoid,  after 
the  death  of 
dther^of^  the 
parties. 


Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Sarah  Lester^  otherwise  Garr^  died  intestate  in 
July  1 796  :->^a  marriage  had  been  soiemnized  in 
1787^  between  the  deceased  then  a  widow^  and 
William  Gurr  then  a  bachelor^  in  the  regular  fbmu 
William  Gurr  survived  his  wif  e^  bnt  did  not  take  out 
an  administration  to  her  effects.  In  1812  a  deeree 
was  taken  out  against  him^  to  show  cause  why  ad- 
miniistration  should  not  be  granted  to  John  Elliott, 
and  Elizabeth  Sugden,  the  brother  and  sister  of  the 
deceased :  the  suggestion  beings  that  the  marriage 
was  incestuous  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
and,  therefore,  that,  the  deceased  did  not  die  the 
wife  of  William  Gurr,  but  the  widow  of  her  former 
husband,  Abraham  Lester; — and  the  question  is^ 
whether  Sarah  Lester  is  to  be  considered  as  dying 
the  wife  of  WiUiam  Gurr,  or  as  dying  a  widow. 

The  question  appears  rather  a  strange  one  to  be 
brought  before  the  Court ;  and  it  is  brought  in  a 
strange  manner :  the  decree  issued  at  the  suit  of 
John  ElUott,  and  Elizabeth  Sugden,  in  these  terms. 
Whereas  Sarah  Lester,  otherwise  Gurr,  late  of 
Chatham  in  the  county  of  Kent,  deceased,  depar-- 
^^ted  this  life  in    the  month  of  July,   17^6,  iw- 


ti 


a 


FRBROGATIVE  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.  17 


€C 


testate,  without  having  made  any  will,  having  at       l^^^- 

Easter 

^  the  time  of  her  death  goods ,  chattels^  and  credits  in       Term. 
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divers  dioceses,  or  jurisdictions  sufficient  to  form 
the  jurisdiction  of  our  said  Prerogative  Court 
of  Canterbury ;  and  that  in  the  month  of  Nov^ 
1771 9  the  said  Sarah  Lester,  being  then  a  spin- 
ster, intermarried  with  Abraham  Lester,  who 
^afterwards  died  in  her  lifetime,  whereby  she  be- 
came his  lawful  widow  and  relict, — that  some  time 
ofter,  to  wit,  in  Jwne  1787,  a  marriage,  or  rather 
^a  profanation  of  a  marriage,  was  had  between 
^  the  said  Sarah  Lester,  and  William  Gurr,  the 
lawful  sister's  son  of  the  said  Abraham  Lester, 
deceased;  whilst  living  the  legal  husband  of  the 
^^said  Sarah  lister,  by  reason  whereof,  the  mar- 
^riage  so  had  between  her  and  the  said  William 
^  Gurr  was,  and  is  incestuous,  illegal,  and  null, 
^  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  in  law  what- 
^'soever;  and,  therefore,  it  was  alleged,  that  the 
^said  Sarah  Lester,  otherwise  Gurr,  died  a  widow, 
^without  child,  or  parent,  leaving  behind  her  the 
'^said  John  Elliott y  and  Elizabeth  Sagden,  her^ 
**  natural  and  lawful  brother  and  sister,  and  only 
"  surviving  newt  of  kin.'' 

I  wish  to  know  whether  there  is  any  precedent 
for  sach  a  decree ; — I  have  asked  the.  counsel^  who 
supported  the  decree,  whether  they  could  show  any 
authority  for  a  next  of  kin  obtaining  an  adminis- 
tration in  exclusion  of  a  husband  or  a  wife  so  mar- 
ried : — ^no  authority  has  been  cited.  If  consulted, 
the  €!ourt  would  not  have  allowed  such  a  decree 
to  have  issued ;  for^  on  the  face  of  it,  it  asserts  that 
which,  for  reasons  which  I  shall  presently  assign,  is 
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not  law.  I  desire  in  fatare  that  no  decree  of  a 
novel  kind  may  issue  without  either  being  con- 
sulted in  camerdy  or  moved  in  Court  by  counsel. 
It  is  of  consequence,  because  the  instruments  of  the 
Court  are  generally  presumed  to  be  declaratory 
of  the  law  of  the  Court. 

The  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  husband  are 
equally  strange.  He  appears,— and  instead  of  as- 
serting his  right  to  the  administration  as  husband, 
and  praying  to  be  heard  on  petition, — ^in  form  of  a 
protest  or  otherwise; — he  gives  an  allegation 
pleading  the  fact  of  marriage. — ^The  fact  of  mar- 
riage is  admitted  in  the  decree ;  so  that  it  was  un-, 
necessary  to  plead  it : — ^but  it  is  pleaded  simply ; — 
omitting  indeed  the  words  free  from  impediment, 
but  still  not  so  as  to  raise  the  question,  for  that  clause 
is  not  absolutely  necessary. — It  is  to  be  presumed 
all  the  essentials  are  pleaded  ;--r-no  person  could 
infer  from  that  clause  being  omitted,  that  there 
existed  a  previous  impediment  by  reason  of  af- 
finity. 

The  court  will  not  withhold  its  opinion,  as  it  is 
the  object  of  the  parties  to  obtain  it, — and  I  am 
unwilling  to  throw  upon  them  any  unnecessary  ex- 
pence  j — ^at  the  same  time  I  must  express  some 
surprise  that  such  a  question  should  be  made  at 
this  time  of  day;  for  any  one  might  as  well 
question  the  most  established  rules  of  the  Court. 

The  marriage  was  within  the  prohibited  degrees ; 
for  the  husband  was  the  sister's  son  of  the  woman's 
former  husband,  that  is,  her  nephew  by  affinity ; — 
but  the  marriage  was  not  declared  void  in  the  life- 
time of  the  parties.     Now,  the  difference  between 
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void,  and  voidable^  is  so  clear,  that  no  person  who  ^^is. 
ever  looked  into  any  elementary  book  on  the  sub-  .Term. 
jeet,  is  ignorant  of  it.  The  canonical  disabilities, 
racfa  as  consanguinity, — afl^ty, — ^and  certain  cor- 
pcHnal  infirmities,  only  make  the  marriage  voidable, 
and  not  ipsofdcto  void,  until  sentence  of  nullity  be 
obtained : — ^and  such  marriages  are  esteemed  valid 
unto  all  civil  purposes,  unless  such  sentence  of 
nullity  is  actually  declared  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  parties. 

Qvil  disabilities,  such  as  a  prior  marriage, — 
want  of  age, — ^idiotcy,  and  the  like,,  make  the  con- 
tract void  ab  initio^  not  merely  voidable : — ^these  do 
not  dissolve  a  contract  already  made ; — ^but  they 
render  the  parties  incapable  of  contracting  at  all : — 
they  da  not  put  asunder  those  who  are  joined 
together,  but  they  previously  hinder  the  junction ; 
— and  if  any  persons  under  these  legal  incapacities 
oome  together,  it  is  a  meretripious,  and  not  a  ma- 
trimonial union  ;  and,  therefore,  no  sentence  of 
avoidanee  is  neceesary. 

The  present  is  not  a  void,  but  a  voidable  mar- 
riage; and,  therefore,  not  having  been  declared 
void  in  the  lifetime  of  the  parties,  is  valid  to  all 
civil  purposes ;  and  to  all  such  purposes,  the  de^ 
eeaaed  died  the  wife  of  William  Gurr,  and  he  was 
her  husband,  and  their  issue  are  legitimate ;  one 
of  the  civil  rights  of  the  husband  is,  that  of  ad- 
ministration to  his  wife,  which  is  held  to  be  within 
the  statute  of  administrations;  and  is  expressly 
confirmed  by  statute  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.,  both  the 
administration  and  the  property  belong  exclusively 
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to  the  husband, — ^it  is  not  an  ecclesiastical,  but  a 
civil  right, — though  it  is  a  right  administered  in 
this  Court. 

In  a  matter  so  clear  of  doubt  it  is  almost  waste 
of  time  to  quote  authorities.  Modern  cases  would 
hardly  be  found,  because  such  a  point  has  hardly 
been  questioned  in  modern  times.  But  it  is  so  laid 
doym.  by  Bracton  and  Holt ;  and  is  thus  stated  by 
Lord  Coke,   (a)  ^^  If  a  marriage  de  facto  be  void- 

able    by   divorce,  in    respect    of    consanguinity, 

affinity,  pre-contract,  or  such  like,  whereby  the 
^^  marriage  would  have  been  dissolved,  and  the 
^^ parties  freed  ex  vinculo  matrimonii,  yet  if  the 
"  husband  die  before  any  divorce,  then,  for  that  it 
^^  cannot  now  be  avoided,  the  wife  de  facto  shall 
^^  be  endowed ;  for  this  is  legitimum  matrimonium 
'^  quoad  dotem;  and  so  in  a  unit  of  dower,  the 
"bishop  ought  to  certify  that  they  were  legitime 
^^matrimonio  copulati,  according  to  the  words  of 
"the  writ; — but  if  they  were  divorced  k  vinculo 
'^  matripionii  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  then 
"  she  loseth  her  dower. ^* 

Here,  then,  it  is  clearly  laid  down,  that  unless  it 
is  avoided  in  the  lifetime,  it  is  legitimum  matrimo- 
nium quoad  dotem. 

The  distinction  of  a  void  marriage  may  be  seen  in 
the  case  of  Hemming  v.  Price,  (b) — Hemming  was 
libelled  ex  officio,  for  adultery  with  a  person  dead*, 
— She  pleaded  that  they  were  married,  and  had  is-- 
sue ;  it  was  replied,  that  she  had  a  former  husband 
then  living: — A  prohibition  was  prayed  alleging 


(a)  Co.  litt.  33,  a. 


{b)  12  Mod.  432. 
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that  the  suit  would  have  the  effect  of  bastardizing 
the  issue. 

Holt,  C.  J. — The  issue  are  bastardized  without 
any  proceedinffs,  if  the  parents  were  never  mar- 
ried ;  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  shall  not  proceed  to 
dissolve  a  marriage  de  facto^  after  the  death  of 
either  party,  as  in  the  case  of  consanguinity ,  pre- 
contract, and  the  like ; — but  in  this  case,  if  the  re- 
plication be  true,  the  marriage  was,  ipso  facto^ 
void. 

Per    Cur.    No  prohibition. 

In  this  case^  therefore^  the  marriage  was  ipso 
facto  void,  because  there  was  a  former  husband 
tiving,.and  therefore  it  required  no  sentence. 

The  case  citexl,  of  Hay  don  v.  Gould,  (c),  was  a 
marriage  between  Sabbatarians,  not  celebrated  by 
a  priest ; — this  was  held  to  be  no  marriage, — a 
Yoid  marriage, — ^a  mere  nullity.  The  Court  said, 
Haydon  demanding  a  right  by  the  ecclesiastical  law, 
must  prove  himself  a  husband  according  to  that 
law,  to  entitle  himself  to  the  administration. 

In  that  case,  the  ecclesiastical  law  held  that  they 
were  never  married ;  in  the  case  now  before  me 
the  ecclesiastical  law,  as  established  in  these  realms, 
notwithstanding  the  canonical  disabilities,  (and  the 
bishop  is  bound  so  to  certify)  holds  that  the  parties 
were  legitimo  matrimonio  copulati  at  the  time  of 
the  death,  the  marriage  being  only  voidable,  but 
not  having  been  avoided  by  sentence  of  divorce 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  paities. 

In  the  present  case,  then,  the  parties  having  been 
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de  facto  married,  and  that  marriagje,  though  void- 
able, not  having  been  declared  void  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  parties  ; — the  husband  remained  husband  to  all 
civil  purposes,  and  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  admi- 
nistration. 

The  constant  course  of  practice  is  in  entire  con- 
formity with  this : — ^both  the  husband  and  the  wife 
uniformly  take  such  administrations — ^no  person  can 
be  found  to  question  it,  for  no  case  can  be  pro- 
duced ;  and  no  similar  decree  is  brought  forward. 
If  parties  will  try  experiments,  and  call  in  question 
rules  clearly  established  by  an  uniform  course  of 
practice,  they,  and  not  the  parties  proceeded  against 
ought  to  be  liable  to  the  expenses.  It  is  the  duty 
of  the  Court  to  check  such  novelties  in  practice, 
by  costs. 


Costs  given. 
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The  Court 
never  forces 
a  joint  admi- 
nistration. 


Bell  v.  Timiswood. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  interest  of  Robert  Timiswood  has  been  ad- 
mitted as  one  of  the  next  of  kin ; — ^Joseph  Bell 
prays  to  be  joined  in  the  administration  with  him ; 
— ^Timiswood  objects,  and  prays  that  it  may  be  de- 
creed solely  to  himself. 

The  Court  never  forces  a  joint  administratioD, 
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aad  for  an  obvious  reason ; — ^because  it  is  necessary  \^}^f 
for  the  administrators  to  join  in  every  act, — there  Term. 
might  be  a  complete  contrariety  of  action,  and  it 
would  be  in  the  power  of  one  of  them  to  defeat 
the  whole  administration.  Timiswood. 

The  question  then  is,  to  which  of  the  two  m\ist 
the  Courfc  grant  it  in  this  instance  r  Both  are  in 
an  equal  degree  of  relationship  ; — no  objection  is 
stated  to  Timiswood ; — but  against  Bell  it  is  said 
that  he  has  been  twice  a  bankrupt,  and  that  the 
last  time  there  were  no  dividends. 

Surely,  if  the  Court  has  an  option  (as  it  un- 
doubtedly has)  between  these  two  parties,  I  shall 
not  think  Mr.  Bell,  who  has  taken  such  bad  care 
of  his  own  affairs,  the  preferable  person  to  be  en- 
trusted with  the  management  of  the  affairs  of 
others. — One  party  is  unobjectionable  ; — the  other 
is  highly  objectionable. 

I  shall  grant  the  administration  to  Timiswood — ^ 
and  condemn  the  other  party  in  costs. 


1812. 
Jtme  20, 

RiCKARDS  V.  MuMFORD  and  Freeman.  ^^^ 

leTtn, 


George  RICKARDS  died  on  the  25  th  of  No-  By  cancdung 

a  will  in  his 

vember,  1810.    On  the  11  th  of  July  of  the  same  owni^posses- 
year,  he  executed  a  will  in  duplicate,  one  part  of  tor  cancels  a 

...,  .•1-1*  •  ^\       duplicate  in 

which  he  retained  m  his  own  possession  ; — the  the  custody  of 

another  per-- 


other  he  sent  by  his  attorney  to  Mrs.  Freeman.    The 
former  instrument  was  not  found  at  his  death ; — 


son. 
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1812.      the  duplicate  sent  to  Mrs.  Freeman  was  propounded 

Term.      by  her,  and  Mr.  Mumford,  the  other  executor  named 

^^ — v~^    in  it ;  and  opposed  by  Mrs.  Rickards,  the  widow 

y^         of  the  deceased. 
MuMFOBD.   J^dams  and  Jenner  for  the  executors. 

Swabey  and  Bumaby  contra. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

There  is  no  question  as  to  the  due  execution  of 
this  will ;  but  the  true  question  in  the  cause  is 
whether  this  will  was  revoked  by  the  deceased. 

Before  I  proceed  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  it  may 
be  convenient  to  state  the  one  or  two  positions  of 
law,  or  rather  ^of  legal  presumption. 

Where  a  testator  has  a  will  in  his  own  custody, 
and  that  will  cannot  be  found  after  his  death,  the 
presumption  is,  that  he  has  destroyed  it  himself, 
— ^it  cannot  be  presumed  that  the  destruction  has 
taken  place  by  any  other  person  without  his  know- 
ledge or  authority,  for  that  would  be  presuming  a 
crime.  Again, — ^if  a  testator  executes  a  dupUcate, 
and  keeps  one  part  himself,  and  deposits  the  other 
part  with  some  other  person,  and  tl^e  testator  vo- 
luntarily cancels,  or  destroys  the  part  in  his  own 
custody,  it  is  a  revocation  of  both.  So  also, — the 
act  of  cancellation,  or  destruction,  is  prima  facie 
done  animo  cancellandi,  and  a  presumptive  intention 
to  revoke,  till  the  contrary  is  shewn.  The  reason 
is,  that  the  act  of  voluntarily  destroying  the  instru- 
ment implies  the  intention  of  revoking  its  whole 
eflfect. 

These  positions  have  frequently  been  laid  down 
in  this  Court  as  legal  presumptions  ;  but,  like  all 
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other  legal  presumptions^  they  may  be  repelled  by 
evidence.  The  primA  facie  presumption^  then^  is, 
that  the  deceased  himself  destroyed  the  will  in  his 
own  custody,  with  the  intention  of  revoking  it 
altogether. — But,  to  proceed  to  the  facts  of  the 
case  : — ^The  will  was  executed  in  July,  1810 ; — on 
the  29th  of  October,  1810,  he  married; — ^previous 
to  his  marriage,  but  after  making  his  will,  he 
had  executed  a  settlement  of  certain  estates  on  his 
wife ; — freehold  property  at  Hatton ;  leasehold  at 
Kennington.  The  Hatton  estate  is  specifically 
devised  1)y  the  will  to  raise  600/.  which  is  bequeathed 
in  legacies  to  his  cousin  Freeman  for  life,  and  then 
to  Mnmford's  children : — ^Mr.  Mumford  himself  is 
also  a  considerable  legatee  ; — the  whole  fortune  is 
divided  by  various  legacies  among  his  family  and 
Mends. 

Such  a  will,  therefore,  could  hardly,  by  possi- 
bility, have  been  intended,  under  such  a  change 
of  drcumstances,  to  have  remained  unaltered  and 
unrevoked.  His  marriage,  though  not  a  revocation 
of  it,  yet  is  a  circumstance  to  account  for  the  de- 
struction of  the  instrument  by  the  deceased,  as  it 
would  probably  induce  some  alteration  in  the  dis- 
position of  his  fortune ;  for,  notwithstanding  the 
settlement.  Woodward  admits  that  the  deceased 
talked  of  perhaps  doing  something  more  for  his 
vrife ;  and,  as  the  settlement  is  only  in  bar  of  dower, 
the  presumption  is,  that  he  intended  her  to  be 
benefited  out  of  his  personal  property,  and  the 
will  became  inofficious. 

But,  supposing  the  settlement  had  done  every 
thing  he  intended  to  do  for  his  wife ;  still,  the 
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V^}^'  taking  these  estates  out  of  the  operation  of  his 
Term.  will,  would  almost  necessarily  have  induced  a  new 
arrangement  and  disposition  of  his  fortune  among 
his  family,  and  friends ;  and,  in  comformity  wHh 
MaMFOBo.  this,  the  evidence  on  both  sides  concurs  to  prove 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  deceased  to  alter 
the  disposition  of  his  property,  and  to  make  a 
new  will ; — what  that  disposition  would  have  been, 
the  Court  has  no  means  of  knowing ;  but  there 
is  enough  to  shew  that  it  certainly  would  have 
been  of  a  different  tenor  from  the  will  in  question. 
Now,  havmg  arrived  at  this  fact,  we  have  a» 
strong  ground  of  probability,  not  to  repel,  but  to 
support,  the  legal  presumption,  that  the  deceased 
Mmself  destroyed  the  instrument  in  his  own  posses- 
sion  cmimo  revocandi,  it  no  longer  containing  that 
disposition  which  he  wished  to  take  effect. 

Witnesses  have  been  examined  on  both  sides, 
to  declarations  made  by  the  deceased ;  and  also  to 
declarations  made  by  the  widow  after  his  death. 
— ^The  deceased  made  several  wills,  which  he  de- 
stroyed ;  and  he  seems  always  to  have '  employed 
different  attorneys.  Woodward,  an  attorney  at 
Pershore,  made  a  will  for  him  three  or  four  years 
ago: — Sandilands,  an  attorney  at  Tewkesbury, 
made  a  will  for  him  in  June  1810 : — Hervey,  an 
attorney  at  Ross^  made  the  will  in  question: — - 
White,  an  attorney  at  Tewkesbury,  drew  his  mar- 
riage settlement  in  October,  1810  : — ^and  IVIr. 
Hyde,  an  attorney  at  Worcester,  was  applied  to  to 
make  his  new  will. 

Tidmarsh,  an  intimate  friend  of  the  deceased^ 
and  a  perfectly  disinterested  witness,  says;  ^^  that 
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"  when  he  was  talKing  to  the  deceased  about  going      i^^- 

^       ^        Trinity 

^for  his  marriage  license^  he  said  he  would  fetch       Term. 

^*down  his  wills^  and  bum  them  ;  and  accordingly 

''he  went  up  stairs  and  fetched  them,  and  said  he 

"  would  bum  them :  but  the  deponent  advised  him   Mumford. 

''  not,  saying,  he  might  not  marry ;— he  might  die^ 

''  — and  he  did  not  know  what  might  happen ;  and 

''  the  deceased  replied,  that  is  a  good  thought ;  I 

'^will  not  bum  them  till  afterwards/' 

Here,  then,  the  deceased's  intention  is  to  destroy 
his  will ;  his  mode  of  revocation  was,  not  by  can- 
celling  the  instrument,  but  by  burning  it ;  and  he 
only  defers  doing  it  till  after  his  marriage,  lest  any 
aceident  should  prevent  the  carriage. 

On  the  1st  of  November,  three  days  after  the 
marriage,  Mr.  Woodward  has  a  conversation  with 
the  deceased ; — he  tells  him  of  Ins  marriage ; — ^he 
fetches  down  his  vrills ; — he  bums  that  prepared 
by  Sandilands  in  June  ; — he  has  this  vrill  of  July 
read  over  to  him ; — ^he  says  '^  it  will  be  a  loss  to 
Mumford,  if  I  doil^t  alter  it ; — perhaps,  in  a  few 
days,  I  may  send  to  you  to  do  it ; — till  then,  I  shall 
take  care  of  this ;  and  he  carried  it  up  stairs  a^ain/' 
— He  says,  "That  on  the  21st  of  November,  the 
'^  deceased  again  told  him,  I  have  not  altered  my 
^  will ;  it  remains  as  it  was  ;  but  I  think  I  shall  send, 
**  or  come  to  you  in  a  few  days ; — but,  he  added,  in 
"  a  jocular  way,  *  You  lawyers  charge  so  high ;  it  is 
"  dangerous  to  have  any  thing  to  do  with  you.' " 

It  has  been  inferred  from  this  conversation  that 
the  deceased  had  not  at  this  time  destroyed  his  will ; 
but  if  tMs  was  so,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  might 
not  subsequently  destroy  it : — it  is  dear,  however. 
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that  he  was  not  sincere  in  his  expression ;  for  he 
had  that  day  been  making  arrangements  to  go  over  to 
Worcester,  to  get  Mr.  Hyde  to  make  a  will  for  him. 

The  declarations  on  the  other  side  are  more  di- 
rect, and  such  as,  when  connected  with  conduct, 
leave  no  doubt,  or  hesitation  on  my  mind. — Mr. 
Baker,  an  intimate  friend  of  the  deceased,  says, 
that  he  applied  to  him  on  the  14  th  of  November, 
to  prepare  a  new  will  for  him  ;  he  said  he  had  one 
at  home  which  would  serve  as  a  guide  : — he  ap- 
pointed to  be  with  him  on  the  Sunday  following : — 
on  Sunday  he  advised  the  deceased,  as  his  property 
was  considerable,  to  employ  a  professional  man ; — 
the  deceased  thanked  «him,  and  said  he  would  go 
in  the  course  of  a  week  to  Worcester,  to  a  Mr. 
Hyde  to  do  it ;  and  he  well  remembers  that  he  then 
said,  ^^  I  will  immediately  destroy  the  will  I  have 
"  by  me,  and  go  to  Worcester  and  make  another." 

The  only  will  he  had  then  by  him  was  the  will 
in  question ; — ^for  he  had  destroyed  the  will  pre- 
pared by  Sandilands  on  the  first  of  November,  when 
Woodward  was  with  him. 

The  evidence  does  not  rest  here ;  for  Mr.  Tid- 
marsh  says,  that  "on  the  Wednesday  following, 
"  t.  e.  (on  the  2 1  st  of  November,)  the  deceased  told 
"  him  that  Baker  had  recommended  him  to  go  to 

an  attorney,  and  that  he  meant  to  apply  to  one 

at  Worcester ; — he  promised  to  accompany  the 
*^  deceased  there  on  the  Thursday  in  the  following 
"  week,  or  sooner,  if  he  wished  it ;  *'  and  that  the 
deceased,  in  the  same  conversation,  said,  "  Charles, 
"  I  have  burnt  them  wills  you  saw  me  with  the  other 
"day,  and  the  sooner  we  go  to  Worcester  the  bfet- 
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ter  r'— and  he  pressed  the  deponent  very  much  to       1^12. 
go  to  Worcester  with  him  on  the  Friday  following.       j^^ 

This  is  an  express  declaration  that  he  had  burnt 
the  wills ;  and  it  is  made  the  basis  of  his  conduct : — 
it  is  the  reason  assigned  for  hastening  the  going  to   Mumford. 
Worcester. 

Ck)apling  this  evidence  together,  the  declaration 
to  Baker  on  the  1 8th,  ^^  that  he  would  bum  it  imme- 
diately ;' ' — and  the  declaration  to  Tidmarsh  on  the 
21st,  ^^  that  he  had  burnt  it ;  and,  therefore,  that  the 
sooner  he  went  to  Worcester  the  better  ;*'  we  have 
the  strongest  confirmation  of  that,  which  is  the 
l^al  presumption,  namely,  that  the  deceased  him- 
self dissolved  the  instrument  in  his  own  custody, 
and  that  he  did  it  animo  cancellandi. 

With  respect  to  the  declarations  imputed  to  the 
wife,  and  her  having  said  that  the  will  was  not  de- 
stroyed, and  also  her  silence,  from  whence  it  is  m- 
ferred  that  she  knew  nothing  of  the  destruction  of 
the  will  by  her  husband ;  they  are  of  little  weight 
in  themselves,  and  the  evidence  respecting  them  is 
at  best  contradictory. — In  her  answers  she  states  her 
full  persuasion  that  her  husband  had  destroyed  it  ;— 
Aere  is  nothing  to  impeach  her  character ; — ^it  is 
impossible  to  infer  otherwise,  from  the  expressions 
attributed  to  her  by  the  witnesses.  Both  Baker 
and  Harris  say,  that  Mrs.  Rickards  declared  to  them 
that  the  deceased  had,  a  few  days  before  his  death, 
produced  his  will  to  her,  and  asked  her  if  she 
wished  to  see  it  before  he  destroyed  it ; — ^and  that 
she  supposed  he  had  burnt  it* 

Neither  her  silence,  therefore,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances in  which  she  was  placed,  nor  any  thing 
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1812.      she  had  said,  raises  any  just  suspicion  that  she  was 
/pgrm.      guilty  of  having  destroyed  the  will. 
^''""v— ^         The  conclusion  of  the  Court  on  the  whole  of  the 
^  evidence  is,  that  the  deceased  himself  destroyed 

MuMTOMa.  the  will  in  his  possession ; — that  he  did  this  inten- 
tionally ; — ^and  that  he  not  only  thereby  cancelled 
the  paper  itself,  but  the  duplicate  which  was  not  in 
his  possession. 

I  pronounce  against  the  will,  and  decree  admi* 
nistration  to  the  widow. 


Trinity 

Term, 

June  20. 


Unfinished 
paper  not  es- 
tablished as 
codicillary. 


CARSTAtRS  the  Attorney  of  Griffiths,  v.  Pottle. 

William  wheeler  sailed  from  Madras  for 
England  on  the  16th  of  March,  181 1 : — ^he  died  on 
the  voyage  on  the  19th  of  May,  of  an  abscess,  which 
had  formed  on  his  side  three  weeks  before  his 
^death ; — ^a  week  before  his  death  he  was  sensible 
that  he  could  not  live. — On  the  day  before  he  left 
Madras,  he  made  a  will  of  the  following  tenor : — 
^^In  the  name  of  God  Amen,  I  WiUiam 
"Wheeler,  of  Portsmouth,  in  the  county  of 
Southampton,  and  now  of  Madras,  being 
about  embarking  on  board  the  H.  C.  S« 
Anne,  for  Europe ;  and  being  in  sound  mind 
and  memory,  make  this  my  last  will  and  tes^ 
^'  tament«  1  st,  I  resign  to  the  Almighty  my 
"  sole,  to  be  disposed  of  as  it  may  please  him. 
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"  trusting  it  will  be  recevd  into  the  kingdom, 

"there  to   enjoy  everlasting  happiness,  and 

"  my  body  to  the  earth  from  whence  it  came. 

"  2d,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  each  of  my 

"uncel  Lewises  children,  who  now  live  at 

"Waterford,  near  Portsmouth,  the  suna  of 

"one  hundred  pounds  sterling.     3d,  I  give 

"  and  bequeath  unto  my  cousin  Nothem  Ben- 

"netts  son,  Henry  Bennet,  the  sum  of  five 

hundred  pounds  sterling.     4  th,  I  give  and 

bequeath  unto  my  uncel  Exeus   children, 

"and  my  uncel   Morgans    children,    to    be 

"equally  divided  among  them,  all  the  re- 

"  mainder  of  my  property,  of  whatever  kind 

"  it  may  be :  and  I  hereby  wish  R.  Griffiths 

"  to  be  my  attorney,  to  see  that  my  poor  re- 

"lations  recive  all  that  is  due  to  them  from 

"  this  will :  in  fact,  I  appoint  the  Mr.  Griffiths 

"  to  act  in  all  matters  that  concern  me.    This 

is  my  last  will  and  testament,  written  by 

myself,  the  15  th  fifteenth  day  of  Marh,  in 

the  year  of  our  Lord  1811,  one  thousand 

eight  hundred  and  eleven.    Amen. 

«W.  WHEELER, 
Madras,  15th  Marsh,  181 1. 
"Witness, 
"J".  Baggett, 
"  8.  Jamesr  ^ 

This  will  was  proved  in  the  supreme  Court  of 
judicature  at  Madras. 

The  three  following  papers,  of  a  testamentary 
mature,  were  found  in  the  writing  desk  of  the 
deceased,  on  board  the  vessel,  after  his  death,  viz. 
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(A.) 

Each  of  my  uncel  Lewis) 
children  j 

Nathers  son 

Morgan  and  Exell  to  get  the 
remainder 

(B.)  (a) 
To  Mrs.  George  or  her  daughters 
To  Mrs.  Morgan 
To  Mrs.  H.  the  aboves  sister 
Mr.  W.  Sabbin 
To  Mr.  Joseph  Read 
To  Miss  Morratt,  Madras 

6,000 

4,000 

1,000 

1,000 
600 


£100 
600 


500 
500 
5 
300 
100 
100 


£12,600 


(C.) 
"In  the  name  of  God,  Amen,  I  William 
Wheeler,  of  Portsmouth,  in  the  county  of 
Southampton,  and  now  residing  in  Madras^ 
and  at  present  am  a  partner  in  the  firm  of 
"Griffith,  Wheeler,  Griffith,  and  Cook,  and 
"being  in  sound  Mnd  and  memory,  do  make 
"  this  my  last  will  and  testament. 


(C 


iC 


(( 


(a)  In  paper  (B.)  there  were  seyeral  other  names,  with  suma 
opposite  to  them,  but  both  the  names  and  the  sums  strack  out 
with  a  pen. 
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1 .  "I  resign  to  the  Almighty  my  sole  to  be 
^^  disposed  of  as  it  may  please  him^  trusting  it 
"  will  be  received  into  the  kingdom  of  hearen, 
"there  to  enjoy  everlasting  happiness;  and 
''body  to  the  earth  from  whence  it  came. 

''3.  I  give  and  beqneath  unto  my  cousin 
''Morgan,  who  is  married  to  Mr.  Pottle,  and  I 
"believe  are  now  living  at  Fareham,  about 
"ten  miles  from  Portsmouth,  the  sum  of 
"6,000/.,  to  be  equally  divided  among  her 
"  brothers  and  sisters  and  herself. 

"  3.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  cousin  Isa- 
"bella  Breaden,  eldest  daughter  to  my  uncel 
"Exell,  and  her  brothers  and  sisters,  to  be 
"divided  equally  between  them,  the  sum  of 
"4,000/. 

"4.1  give  and  bequeath  unto  master  Henry 
"  Bennett,  who  is  a  son  of  my  late  cousin  Na- 
"then  Bennett,  and  who  will  be  found  on  en- 
"quiry  at  Mr.  Morris,  Piercy-street,  Ports- 
"  mouth,  the  sum  of  1,000/. 

"  5.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  cousin  Leah 
"  and  Charlotte  Lewes,  eldest  daughters  of  my 
"  uncel  Lewes,  who  lives  at  Waterford,  the  sum 
"of  600/.  or  provided  either  of  them  are  dead, 
"  her  share  to  be  divided  among  her  sisters.** 
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Hie  three  testamentary  papers,  marked  A.,  B., 
^  C,  were  found  in  the  writing-desk  of  the  de- 
<!<i88ed  on  board  the  vessel,  after  his  death. 

Mrs.  Pottle  propounded  paper  C.  as  codicillary 
tothewiUof  the  ISihof  March,  1811. 

llie  all^ation  in  which  it  was  propounded 
pleaded,  "that  about  a  week  after  the  deceased 
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7^{/v  ^^  confined  to  his  cabin,  an  abscess  broke  in  his 
Term,  side,  and  from  that  time  he  was  sensible  of  his  ap- 
proaching death,  and  declared  he  thought  it  impos- 
sible for  him  to  recover ;  that,  whilst  on  shipboard 
he  was  reserved  upon  the  subject  of  himself  and 
his  afifairs,  and  that  he  was  attended  only  by  a  man- 
servant :  that  he  used,  prior  to  his  being  confined 
to  his  cabin,  to  employ  himself  much  in  writing 
at  his  writing-desk,  corresponding  at  times  with 
friends  of  his,  who  were  passengers  on  board  other 
vessels  of  the  fleet,  and  he  was  frequently  observed 
to  destroy  the  papers  he  had  written.  That  after 
becoming  confined  to  his  cabin,  he  again  wrote  at 
different  times,  and  was  particularly  remarked  to 
be  employed  in  writing  the  aforesaid  papers.  A.,  B., 
and  C,  or  some  papers  very  nearly  resembling  the 
same  in  size  and  appearance ;  and  from  the  time 
of  his  being  so  confined  to  his  cabin,  he  was  not 
observed  to  destroy  any  papers.  That  on  the  se- 
cond, or  the  third  day,  immediately  preceding  his 
death,  being  then  wholly  confined  to  his  cot,  he 
requested  his  servant  to  bring  him  his  writing  desk, 
as  he  wished  to  write,  and  it  was  accordingly  placed 
upon  a  pillow  across  his  knees,  and  he  was  raised 
up,  and  supported  by  pillows  at  his  back,  after 
which  he  was  left  alone  for  about  an  hour ;  when 
his  servant  returning  to  the  cabin,  found  that  he 
had  folded  up  together  several  papers,  upon  some 
or  one  of  which  he  had  been  writing ;  and  he,  the 
said  deceased,  then  apparently  much  exhausted,  de- 
sired his  servant  to  lock  up  the  same  in  the  writing 
desk,  the  key  of  which  the  deceased  kept  fastened 
to  his  watch-chain,  and  the  same  was  accordingly 
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done,  and  from  that  time  till  his  death  the  said  ^^}^' 
deceased  grew  gradually  weaker  and  weaker,  and  Term. 
never  again  attempted  to  write,  nor  was  he,  from 
weakness,  at  any  time  able  so  to  have  done.  And 
in  the  evening  of  the  following  day  the  aforesaid  Pottj-b. 
writing-desk  fell  down  from  the  stand  on  which  it 
had  been  placed,  and  the  hinge  was  broken,  and 
there  fell  out  some  pagodas  in  specie,  and  the  afore- 
said papecs ;  which  the  deceased  having  observed, 
earnestly  desired  them  to  be  replaced  carefully,  tell- 
ing his  servant  not  to  mind  the  money,  as  that  was 
of  no  consequence  in  comparison  with  the  papers ; 
and  the  papers,  which  were  found  to  consist  of  two 
flnall  piipers,  folded,  or  wrapped  up  in  a  large  one, 
having  been,  together  with  the  specie  replaced, 
the  desk  was  not  again  opened  till  after  the  death 
of  the  said  deceased.*' 

Swab^  and  Bumaby  apposed  the  admission  of 
the  alUgaHon. 

PhiBimore  and  Herbert  supported  it. 

Judgment 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

I  agree  with  the  counsel  for  Mrs.  Pottle,  that  if 
tini  paper  should  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  will, 
it  might  be  proved  in  conjunction  with  it.  The 
rule  is^  that  where  there  is  a  regular  will,  and 
another  paper  l)egun  as  a  new  will,  which  the  testar- 
tor  has  been  prevented  by  the  act  of  God  from 
completing,  the  two  papers  may  be  taken  together 
as  the  will  of  the  deceased,  and  operation  pro  tanto 
be  given  to  the  latter  paper,  provided  the  proof  of 
final  intention  be  clear :  but  it  will  not  wholly 
revoke  the  former  paper. 
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The  present  case^  however^  does  not  fall  within 
this  rule  of  law. 
The  deceased  embarked  from  Madras  for  Eng. 

land^  on  the  16th  of  May,  and  on  the  day  before 
execated  a  will,  leaving  legacies  to  different  rela* 
lions,  and  two  bequests  to  his  uncle's  children : — 
that  will  has  been  proved  in  India ; — shortly  after- 
wards, as  he  was  proceeding  in  his  voyage,  he  is 
stated  to  have  entertained  an  intention  to  make 
some  alterations  in  the  distribution  of  his  property 
among  hb  own  fanuly. 

Three  papers  are  before  the  court. 

il.  is  a  short  abstract  of  the  execated  will. 

jB.  is  a  calculation  of  his  property  without  date. 

C.  is  the  paper  propounded.  There  are  no  execu- 
tors named  in  it ; — ^it  contains  no  disposition  of  the 
residue; — ^it  has  no  date, — ^no  conclusion; — ^it  is 
clearly  unfinished ; — upon  the  face  of  it  there  is  no 
constat  when  it  was  written ; — ^it  might  have  been 
before  the  executed  will ; — ^it  might,  and  it  really 
appears  to  me  that  it  was,  written  before ; — ^it  be- 
gins in  regular  form,  and  describes  him  ^^  as  now 
resident  at  Madras.''  Compare  this  with  the  incep- 
tion of  the  will  written  before  he  left  Madras ; — ^in 
that  he  states  himself  to  be  "  about  to  embark.** 
Paper  C.  could  not  be  copied  from  the  executed 
will,  for  he  had  it  not  with  him.     • 

It  has  been  urged  that,  from  the  extension  of  the 
legacy  to  his  cousin  Bennett^s  son,  it  must  have 
been  written  subsequently  to  the  executed  will ; — 
it  might  have  been  the  reverse,  he  might  have  as- 
certained his  property  to  be  smaller  than  he  ex- 
pected. In  the  allegation  nothing  direct  is  pleaded 
as  to  the  date. 
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As  it  is  mifinished,  and  the  object  of  it  is  to  con- 
tnml  a  will  regularly  executed  a  short  time  before, 
I  most  be  satisfied  that  he  was  prevented  by  the 
act  of  God,  from  the  due  execution  of  it : — inde- 
pendently of  this,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  he 
had  made  np  his  mind  to  this  alteration  as  far  as  it 
goes  ; — ^the  deceased  for  three  weeks  was  sensible 
of  the  dangerous  state  of  his  health : — ^this  paper 
was  broken  off  in  the  middle,  and  there  is  not  a 
single  declaration  that  he  ever  meant  to  conclude 
it ;  he  expresses  no  wish  on  the  subject,  there 
is  no  reference  by  him  to  any  testamentary  act. 

Upon  the  whole^  the  Court  would  not  be  safe  in 
pronouncing  for  this  paper : — ^if  all  the  facts  alleged 
shonld  be  proved,  they  would  be  insufficient  to  es- 
tablish an  instrument  in  this  very  incomplete  and 
uncertain  state,  so  as  to  controul  a  will  regularly 
executed  a  short  lime  previously. 

I  shall  reject  this  allegation ;  at  the  same  time  it 
is  very  proper  that  it  should  have  been  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  and  I  recommend 
the  executors  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  proceeding. 


1812. 
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BUTLBR  t;.  BUTLBR. 

Judgment. 

Sib  John  Nicholl. 

Edward  Butler  is  the  party  deceased : — ^adminis- 
tration of  his  effects  was  granted  to  his  widow  :-^ 
an  inventory  was  called  for  by  four  of  his  next  of 
kin,  two  brothers  and  two  sisters,    which  was 
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in  November,  181 1 ;  and  the  party  prayed 
to  be  dismissed.  She  was  assigned  to  be  so,  if  not 
objected  to,  on  the  Bye  Day ;  no  objection  was 
taken ;  and,  on  the  Caveat  day,  she  was  actnaUy 
dismissed. 

On  the  first  session  of  Hilary  Term,  the  Proctor 
for  the  brothers  and  sisters  allied  that  he  had 
been  mistaken  on  the  caveat  day ;  and  prayed  still 
to  be  allowed  to  object;  this  indulgence  was 
granted; — an  allegation  was  asserted,  and  then 
waived ; — an  act  on  petition  was  gone  into  it ; — ^if  he 
did  not  make  good  his  objections,  there  was  some 
peril  of  costs,  for  he  has  kept  the  other  party  three 
terms  before  the  Court,  and  put  him  to  consider- 
able expense. 

The  objection  to  tiie  inventory  is  in  three 
items,  which  are  said  to  have  been  omitted; — 
this  is  a  serious  charge ;  fraud  and  peijtiry  are 
almost  necessarily  imputed  by  it  to  the  widow ; — 
fraud  by  concealment  and  omission ; — ^perjury,  in 
swearing  tiiat  all  the  articles  of  tiie  deceased's  pro- 
perty were  set  forth  in  the  inventory ; — tiiis  charge 
has  been  answered  by  affidavit,  and  is  now  aban- 
doned ;  it  is  admitted  that  the  deceased  had  no  such 
property ;  and  that  there  is  no  omission  in  the  in- 
ventory. If  tiie  parties  had  inquired,  they  might 
have  satisfied  themselves  that  there  was  no  ground 
of  suspicion  whatever; — none  for  charging  the 
widow  with  omission  j — the  utmost  length  the  Court 
would  have  gone,  would  have  been  to  hold  that,  from 
the  declarations  of  the  deceased,  there  was  reason- 
able ground  of  inquiry : — a  little  diligent  inquiry  and 
candid  exaioination  would  have  cleared  up  this  point. 
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When  this  point  was  satisfactorily  answered^ 
(and  it  was  the  only  question  at  isisue)  a  new  ob- 
jection was  taken ;  not  to  the  inventory,  but  to  the 
administration.    It  is  said^  that  the  administration 
is  taken  out  under  the  proper  sum ;  and  that  the 
secorities  ought  to  be  called  upon  to  justify.    The 
amount  of  the  property  is  stated  in  the  inventory 
at  3550/.^  and  the  administration  has  been  taken  out 
under  3500/.    The  widow  answers  that  the  whole 
amount  of  the    property^  in  value^  is    3550/. ; 
bat  that  some  of  the  debts  due  to  the  deceased 
have  not  been  received,  and  probably  never  will 
be  recovered ;  and  if  they  should,  she  shall  then 
take  a  new  administration.    The  Revenue  requires 
the  administration  to  be.  taken  to  the  extent  of  the 
sum  received, — ^that  is  sufficiently  hard, — ^but  the 
administrator  is  bound  to  take  out  the  grant  to  the 
extent  of  the  sum  he  expects  to  receive ; — this  is  as 
much  as  the  widow  can  in  this  case  expect  to  receive. 

This  appears  to  me  a  mere  frivolous  objection ; 
why  was  it  not  taken  as  soon  as  the  inventory  was 
exMbited  ?  The  turning  round  in  this  way,  so  far 
from  protecting  the  party  from  costs,  is  a  strong 
additional  groxuyi  for  them  ; — and  it  is  lenient  in 
the  Court  not  to  condemn  in  the  whole  costs  ;■ — but 
I  shall  condemn  in  those  costs  wldch  have  arisen 
subsequent  to  the  second  session  of  last  Easter 
Term. 

With  respect  to  the  securities  justifying ; — it  is 
no  part  of  the  present  petition ; — the  petition  re- 
lates only  to  the  inventory,  and  the  omission  in 
the  inventory. 
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ICfln, 

June  25. 


CooKB  V.  Cooke. 


(An  Appeal  from  the   Commissary   Court  of  the 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  St.  PauVs.J 


L^at'.  Judgment. 

property  giy-  S,j^  JoHN   NlCHOLL. 

en  to  the  wife 

for  permuient      Thig  ^as  oiigmally  a  suit  by  reason  of  adultery, 
but  given       brought  by  Hannah  Fox  Cooke,  against  Richard 

from  the  date  ^^  -^  '  ^^ 

of  the  sen-      Cooke,  her  husband  : — ^the  wife  succeeded  in  that 

tence,  and  not 

from  the  re-    suit ; — ^thc  ludgc  pronouuced  the  libel  (a)  proved 

turn  of  the  ,    ,  T  .  ,  ^      , 

ciution.  — ^and  decreed  a  separation  : — that  sentence  has 
been  acquiesced  m ;— the  delinquency,  therefore, 
of  the  husband  has  been  established,  and  is  ad- 
mitted. The  Court  below  then  proceeded  to  allot 
a  permanent  alimony  to  the  wife; — no  alimony 
during  the  suit  had  been  applied  for ; — ^but,  as  the 
wife  had  a  separate  income,  it  was  understood  that 
an  application  for  any  further  allowance,  during 
the  suit,  as  alimony,  would  be  resisted ;  and  she 
remained  content  mth  her  separate  allowance.  I 
consider  this  as  tantamount  to  alimony  during  suit. 

The  question  afterwards  (&)  came  on  as  to  the 
allotment  of  permanent  alimony ; — and  the  husband 

(a)  Michaelmas  Term,  Not.  9,  1811. 
(h)  March  6, 1812. 
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has  appealed  to  this  Courts  complaining  that  too. .  i^.^^- 
large  a  som  has  been  allotted  to  the  wife :  and  the  Term. 
question  which  the  Court  has  now  to  decide^  is, 
whether  the  sum  allotted  be  too  large  or  not« 

Now,  although  alimony^  that  is,  the  allowance 
to  be  made  to  a  wife  for  her  maintenance,  either 
during  a  matrimonial  suit,  or  when  she  has  proved 
herself  entitled  to  a  separate  maintenance, — ^is  said 
to  be  discretionary  with  the  Court ;  but  it  is  a  judi- 
cial, not  an  arbitrary,  discretion,  which  is  to  be 
exercised ;  and  therefore,  it  is  clearly  a  subject  of 
appeal: — at  the  same  time,  upon  a  point  where 
there  is  no  other  rule  or  criterion  to  guide  than  the 
hani  viri  arbitrium,  it  is  only  upon  a  strong  differ- 
ence of  opinion  where  the  Court  of  appeal  would 
be  disposed  to  disturb  the  sentence. 

The  first  point  to  be  ascertained,  is  the  meaning 
and  extent  of  the  sentence ; — ^the  words  are,  "  The 
^  Judge  allotted  the  sum  of  450/.  per  annumy  in 
^  addition  to  the  income  which  she  (the  wifej  now 
"  receives  in  her  own  right,  to  be  paid  her  as  per-- 
^  manent  alimof^^  to  be  computed  from  the  return 
^of  the  citation,  and  to  be  paid  quarterly.^' 

It  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  sentence, 
what  it  is  that  the  wife  receives  ^^m  her  own 
right ;  ^ — ^there  is  no  statement  of  the  sum^  nor  is 
there  any  reference  in  the  sentence  itself  to  any 
income,  or  to  any  part  of  the  proceedings  in  which 
that  income  is  mentioned. 

In  the  first  article  of  the  allegation  of  faculties, 
certain  property  is  referred  to  of  that  description, 
and  it  amounts  to  about  89/.  a  year,  besides  a  house 
worth  about  80/.  annually : — the  answers  to  this 
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article  admit  these  statements ;  but  in  the  answers 
to  the  8th  article  it  is  stated^  that  besides  this  pn^ 
perty,  which  was  settled  on  the  wife  before  mar- 
riage^ there  was  a  farther  settlement  in  1815^  sub- 
sequent to  the  mq,rriage^  of  162L  annually.  An 
affidavit  has  been  also  made  by  the  wife^  in  which 
she  states  the  joint  amount. 

It  is  not  quite  clear  whether  the  4501.  was  in  ad- 
dition to  both  of  the  settlements^  or  only  to  one. 
I  have  enquired  whether  any  thing  passed  in  the 
Court  below^  or  was  understood  there  by  the  par- 
ties, which  would  afford  a  construction  of  the  sen- 
tence in  this  respect;  and  no  answer  has  been 
given:  I  must,  therefore,  seek  the  construction 
from  the  expressions ; — ^the  words  are  ^^  in  addition 
^^  to  the  income  which  she  now  receives  in  her  own 
^^  right '/^ — ^these  words  are  only  applied  to  the 
property  mentioned  in  the  first  article,  and  in  her 
answers  to  that  article  : — ^there  it  is  expressly  so  de- 
scribed ;  but  no  such  expression  is  cited  either  in 
the  answers  to  the  8th  article,  or  in  her  affidavit, 
as  applied  to  the  second  settlement,  viz.  the  one 
made  after  marriage.  The  4502.  therefore,  must 
be  construed  as  additional  to  the  sum  secured  by 
settlement  before  marriage,  and  not  to  include  the 
subsequent  settlement. 

This  property  consists  of  three  tenements,  which 
together  are  let  for  992.  per  annum^  and  a  house 
in  which  the  parties  resided,  worth  now  about  80/. 
per  annum : — ^the  husband  has  retained  possession 
of  this  house  during  the  suit ; — but  he  has  now 
declared  in  acts  of  Court,  that  he  is  ready  to  de- 
liver it  up  with  the  improvements,  to  his  wife ; 
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taking  then  the  honse^  in  its  improved  state,  at  1B12« 
80/.^  the  other  tenements  at  992.,  and  the  4502.>  Term. 
(the  whole  alimony  allotted)  taken  together,  would 
amomit  to  nearly  6301.,  subject  however  to  the 
property  tax* 

The  question  is,  whether  this  be  too  large  a  pro- 
portion out  of  the  joint  fimd  ? 

It  is  unnecessary  to  ascertain  to  a  few  pounds, 
the  exact  amount  of  the  property ;  but  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  in  the  particulars  of  the  property  in 
possesion  of  the  husband,  amounting  to  800/.  j?^ 
ammtmy  he  has  deducted  the  property-tax  and  all 
other  outgoings,  and  besides  this  he  has  the  ad- 
vantage of  having  the  amount  taken  upon  the  re- 
presentation given  by  himself,  in  his  own  answers ; 
— so  that  the  sum  allotted  to  the  wife  is  rather  less 
than  a  moiety  of  the  joint  stock  ;-*-of  this  not  less 
than  800/.  per  annum  has  been  derived  from  the 
wife. 

It  has  been  truly  stated  that  there  is  a  material 
distinction  ^between  permanent  alimony,  and  ali- 
mong  during  suit : — ^it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into 
the  reasons  for  this ; — ^they  are  obvious ; — ^it  is  suffi- 
cient that  such  is  the  rule  of  the  Court. 

In  Bi^s  V.  Biggs,  (c)  the  alimony  during  suit 
was  40/. ; — ^the  permanent  alimony  was  75/. 

In  the  Countess  of  Pomfret  v.  The  Earl  of 

Pomfret^  though  there  was  a  large  fortune,  and  the 

husband  had  to  maintain  the  rank  and  dignity  of 

,  the  peerage,  one  third  was  given,  t.  e.  4000/.  out 

of  12,000/.    Certamly,  the  wife  had  brought  a 

(c)  Consist,  of  London,  May  28, 1791. 
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1612.      large  fortune,  but  then  she  was  elevated  in  rank 

Trimtv 

Term.      by  the  marriage. 

In  Taylor  v.  Taylor  (d)  the  income  was  about  300/.^ 
and  a  moiety  was  given :  it  was  certainly  proved 
in  that  case^  that  a  large  proportion  of  the  fortune 
came  from  the  wife  ;  but  it  famishes  a  precedent 
for  a  moiety : — ^it  is  said  that  in  that  case  the  income 
was  smaller,  and  that  the  Court  always  gives  a  larger 
proportion  where  the  income  is  small ; — ^there  may 
be  good  reasons  for  giving  less  where  the  question 
is  on  alimony  during  suit ;  when  the  wife  is  to  live  in 
seclusion,  and  wants  a  mere  subsistence ; — ^but  on 
a  question  of  permanent  alimony,  whe^e  the  delin* 
quency  of  the  husband  is  established,  and  especially 
where  a  lai^  proportion  of  the  fortune  comes  from 
the  wife^  the  same  considerations  do  not  apply : — 
nay,  they  may  be  inverted ; — ^it  is  the  delinquent, 
then,  who  should  have  the  mere  subsistence,  and 
who  ought  to  live  in  retirement ; — the  larger  the 
fortune  is,  the  less  reason  there  is  why  the  wife 
should  be  deprived  of  any  of  her  property  to  sup- 
port a  vicious  and  profligate  husband ; — but,  with- 
out going  the  length  of  this  reasoning,  the  case  of 
Taylor  aflfbrds  a  precedent  for  a  moiety. — In  some 
cases^  even  of  small  property,  certainly  a  less  pro- 
portion has  been  given ;  but  in  those  cases  thehus* 
band  has  acqmred  his  subsistence  by  his  own  per- 
sonal exertions. 

In  Biggs  V.  Biggs,  757.  was  given ;  the  husband 
was  a  seller  of  venison,  and  his  income  stated  to 
be  3007. 

(d)  Arches*  Mi^y  14,1796. 
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In  Dawson  i;.  Dawson  (ej  601.  was  given ;  the  I812. 
husband  was  a  working  jeweller^  and  his  income  7^^ 
stated  to  be  3002. 

In  the  present  case^  the  bulk  of  the  fortune 
comes  from  the  wife^  and  the  husband^  so  far  from 
increasing  the  property  by  his  own  exertion^  has 
n^lected  and  given  up  his  business^  and  is  living 
in  a  state  of  open  adnltery. 

I  quite  concur  in  all  that  has  been  said,  as  to  its 
bdng  a  part  of  the  duty  of  every  Court  of  Justice 
to  guard  the  public  morals  of  society^ — ^this  princi- 
ple has  been  fully  established,  and  forcibly  applied 
to  cases  where  the  husband  is  the  injured  party : — 
on  this  principle  pecuniary  damages  are  awarded 
in  other  Courts ; — and  where  the  husband  is  the 
delinquent,  and  the  wife  the  injured  party,  the  same 
principle  may  be  justly  applied,  not  vindictively, 
nor  excessively,  but  reasonably  and  moderately. 

In  this  instance  the  husband  raised  himself  to  in- 
dependence and  affluence  by  marrying  this  young 
woman ;  he  has  not  only  injm-ed,  but  insulted  her, 
by  debauching  a  maid-servant  who  lived  at  the  ad- 
joining house  ;^ — ^for  this  servant  he  has  taken  a 
house,  and  for  her  society  he  has  abandoned  the 
society  of  his  wife ; — ^he  has  children  by  her,  and 
receives  his  friends  in  the  house,  and  introduces, 
her  to  them  as  his  wife. 

It  is  a  most  offensive  case ; — ^if  he  violates  the 
marriage  contract,  it  might  be  equitable,  perhaps, 
that  he  should  lose  the  whole  benefit  of  it,  and  be 
obliged  to  give  up  the  whole  of  the  wife's  property ; 
at  all  events,  it  would  be  most  unjust  that  the  wife 

'{eJ  Consist,  of  London,  July  23,  1802, 
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^1?-  should  be  deprived  of  any  considerable  portion  of 
Term.  the  property  she  brought,  in  order  to  support  the 
husband  in  public  scandal,  and  to  enable  him  to 
continue  his  adulterous  connexion/ and  provide  for 
the  issue  ^hich  are  the  firuits  of  it. 

CSonstruing  the  sentence  therefore,  as  I  have 
done,  I  do  not  think  that  the  learned  Judge  went 
too  far  in  the  additional  sum  which  he  allotted.  I 
am,  therefore,  in  no  degree  disposed  to  disturb 
that  part  of  the.  sentence,  except  so  far  as  to  add 
some  Words  to  it  in  order  to  render  the  meaning 
more  clear  and  certain. 

In  respect  to  the  time  from  which  the  alimony  is 
payable,  namely,  from  the  return  of  the  citation, 
this,  I  apprehend,  is  contrary  to  the  rule  of  the 
Court,  and  to  the  reason  of  the  thing.  *No  alimony 
was  expressly  allotted  during  the  suit ;  but,  on  the 
one  hand,  as  what  she  was  willing  to  receive  as  a 
sort  of  separate  allowance,  while  she  was  living 
under  his  roof,  without  the  payment  of  either  rent 
or  taxes,  (in  the  hope,  probably,  of  reclaiming  her 
husband)  isJ[no  criterion  for  permanent  alimony ; 
so,  on  the  other  hand,  I  can  see  no  ground  to  de- 
part from  the  ordinary  rule  of  these  Courts,  by  car- 
rying back  the  permanent  alimony  beyond  the  date 
of  the  sentence. 

It  is  clear  from  several  cases  that  the  true  rule 
of  the  Court  is  to  decree  permanent  alimony  from 
the  date  of  the  sentence. 

In  Tiiylor  v.  Tiiylor^nol  time  was  specified ;  the 
sentence  and  the  decree  for  alimony  passed  on  the 
same  day ;  and,  therefore,  the  alimony  must  have 
been  from  the  date  of  it. 
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In  Biggs  v.  Biggs  the  rule  is  more  manifest ; —  ^^}^' 
the  alimony  during  the  suit  was  40Z. ;  it  was  in*  Term. 
creased  to  7bl.  from  the  date  of  the  sentence. 

This  case  is  directly  in  pointy  and  nnder  the  au- 
thority of  it  I  feel  bound  to  reverse  this  part  of 
the  sentence. 


Accordingly  the  Ciourt  pronounced  for  the  ap- 
peal and  complaint  made  and  interposed  in  this 
behalf^  and  retained  the  principal  cause^  and  there- 
in afiSrmed  so  much  of  the  decree  appealed  from 
as  allotted  the  sum  of  4501.  per  annum^  as  alimony^ 
to  Hannah  Fox  Ck>oke^  the  respondent,  in  addition 
to  the  income  described  to  be  received  by  her  in  her 
own  right,  so  far  as  such  income  arises  from  the  pro- 
perty  mentioned  in  the  first  article  of  the  allegation 
of  faculties  admitted  in  this  cause,  including  the 
leasehold  house  situatein  the  terrace,  Kentish  Town, 
with  its  improvements,  and  in  its  present  condition, 
agreed  to  be  delivered  up  to  her  by  a  declaration 
made  by  Richard  Cooke,  the  appellant,  in  acts  of 
Court,  on  the  third  session  of  this  term,  but  directed 
that  any  sum  received  by  the  said  Hannah  Fox 
Cooke,  since  the  sentence  given  in  the  Court  be- 
low, or  which  may  hereafter  be  received  by  her 
imder  a  certain  settlement  alleged  to  have  been 
made  subsequent  to  her  marriage  with  the  said 
Richard  Cooke,  and  to  amount  to  1 62/.  per  annumy 
shall  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  4502.  so  allotted, 
and  not  as  part  of  the  income  received  by  the  said  ^ 
Hannah  Fox  Cooke  in  her  own  right,  and  more- 
over reversed  so  much  of  the  said  decree  appealed 
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Term.  ^  be  computed  from  the  return  of  the  citation 
issued  in  the  Court  below,  and  directed  the  same 
to  be  computed  from  the  day  of  the  sentence  in 
the  said  Court ;  and  fiortlier  directed  the  costs  to 
be  paid  by  the  appellant,  and  directed  a  monition 
to  issue  against  Mr.  Cooke  for  the  payment  of  the 
alimony  due. 


Jwm21. 


Harley  v.  Bagshaw. 


niree  papen 
ateblidied  as 
amtatniiig  to 


Judgment. 

gether  •  will.         ^^^  j^^^  NiCHOLL. 

Several  papers  are  propounded,  as  the  will  of 
Mrs.  Anne  Newton; — ^they  are  propounded  by 
Miss  Harley,  a  legatee,  and  opposed  by  Mr.  Bag- 
shaw, the  brother  of  the  deceased. 

Besides  the  papers  propounded,  there  are  two 
testamentary  instruments  of  a  much  earlier  dat6. — 
The  deceased  was  a  widow,  possessed  of-  very  con- 
siderable property,  who  resided  in  Harley-street : 
all  the  papers  are  in  her  own  handwriting. 

No.  1.  is  the  inception  of  a  will,  in  which  no 
great  progress  had  been  made,  the  deceased  having 
only  written  down  the  side. 

No.  2.  is  a  long  will  consisting  of  two  sheets  of 
paper,  fully  written,  signed  by  the  deceased  in  se- 
veral parts;  the  last  date  is  Jan.  16,  1808; — the 
first  date  is  June  1, 1804 :  there  is  another  of  Nov. 
1804 ;  and  others  of  the  5th  of  Feb.  and  6th  of 
Jan.  1806.     It  appears  to  have  been  the  habit  of 
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the  deceased  to  write  her  will  at  diflFerent  times ; —       IS12. 
to  it  from  time  to  time,  and  whenever  she       Term. 


Hablkt 


ceased  writing  to  subscribe  the  date ;  and  this  she 
did,  even  though  she  wrote  at  diflPerent  times  in  the 
same  day. — The  presumption  is,  that  it  was  so  Baoshaw. 
dated,  and  so  signed,  to  give  it  effect  as  far  as  she 
had  proceeded; — and  possibly  she  had  been  told 
that  any  paper  in  her  own  hand-writing,  and  signed, 
would  be  a  valid  disposition  of  her  personal  pro- 
perty. 

No.  3  is  a  new  will  also,  in  two  sheets  of  paper, 
fairly  written,  but  in  the  same  manner  as  in  No.  2 ; 
— the  first  date  is  12th  March,  1806 ;  at  the  end  of 
the  third  page  this  is  signed ; — there  are  likewise 
other  entries  in  1806,  which  are  also  signed.  In  the 
second  page  of  the  third  sheet  there  is  a  recital  that 
two  of  the  executors  are  dead,  and  that  the  third 
18  in  South  America ;  and  there  is  the  appointment 
of  Miss  Harley,  daughter  of  the  bishop  of  Here- 
ford, as  sole  executrix ;  this  is  dated  May  1811, 
and  signed : — after  this  she  proceeds  to  make  addi- 
tional bequests ; — she  stops,  dates,  and  signs  at  se- 
veral different  places  ; — ^the  final  signature  is  in 
1811. 

No.  4  is  a  very  short  instrument,  commencing 
in  1806 ;  it  is  revocatory  of  a  particular  legacy; — 
it  is  finally  dated  in  1811 ; — ^it  clearly  refers  to 
No.  3,  and  was  altered  at  the  same  time. 

No.  5  begins  as  a  new  will,  and  was  manifestly 
so  intended  when  originally  commenced ; — after 
introductory  words,  it  appoints  Miss  Harley  sole 
executrix,  and  is  dated  5th  June,  1811;  it  after- 
wards goes  on  to  give  legacies  to  the  same  persons 
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as  in  No.  3 ;  there  are  two  or  three  stops,  and  sig- 
natures, but  they  are  all  of  the  same  date,  viz.  &th 
June,  1811. 

Looking  at  all  these  papers  together,  it  is  highly 
probable  that  the  deceased  in  No.  5  had  not  gone 
so  far  as  she  had  intended ;  she  had  many  other 
objects  of  bounty,  and  there  is  no  disposition  of  the 
residue :  comparing  it  with  former  papers,  and  with 
the  habits  of  the  deceased,  it  looks  as  if  she  had 
broken  oflF  in  the  middle  of  what  she  intended  to 
be  a  new  will,  but  which  was  not  to  revoke  and 
supersede  others,  unless  finished. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  the  instnimen,t  being 
dated,  and  signed  at  the  end,  the  CoiMrt  cantiot  go 
into  the  consideration  of  parole  evidence  as  to  in^ 
tention ;  if  it  was  a  new  will  completed,  parole  evi- 
dence could  not  be  gone  into  as  to  the  construc- 
tion; but  in  this  case  qw  animo  it  was  written; 
whether  it  was  signed  in  order  to  finish  it,  or 
whether  it  was  incomplete  and  imperfect,  is  a 
preliminary  question,  which  this  court  is  bound 
to  entertain ; — ^it  must  enquire  into  the  £act  of  the 
intention  with  which  it  was  written :  that  inten- 
tion may  be  collected  from  other  papers  and  parole 
evidence. 

.  In  the  case  of  Matthews  v.  Warner,  Co>)  it  was 
held,  that  in  the  Court  of  Probate  all  circumisitances 
were  to  be  taken  together  to  ascertain  whether  it 
was  a  temporary,  or  permanent  act ;  the  paper  in 
jthat  case  was  signed,  but  it  was  uncertain  whether 
it  was  perfect  or  incomplete. 


(a)  Matthews  r.  Warner,  4  Ves.  Jun.  186. 
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This  paper  was  written  by  the  deceased  herself, 
a  female  unacquainted  with  business ;  if  it  is  satis- 
factorily shewn  that  it  was  intended  at  first  as  an 
entire  new  will,  yet  afterwards  as  codicillary,  there 
is  no  rule  of  law  to  exclude  evidence  of  intention ; 
it  is  the  very  province  of  the  Court  of  Probate  to 
enquire  into  it. 

Suppose  she  had  signed  this  paper  in  the  pre- 
sence of  witnesses,  declaring  that  she  was  unable 
to  go  on,  and  that  she  signed  it  as  giving  eflPect  to 
alterations  pro  tanto,  and  to  be  taken  as  a  codicil ; 
surely,  on  inquiring  in  this  Ciourt,  as  to  the/actum, 
we  must  receive  evidence  of  that  intention. 

This  paper  (No.  bj  contains  no  revocatory 
clause ; — ^no  disposition  of  the  residue ; — ^if  it  is  a 
complete  and  finished  paper,  it  does  not  require  a 
clause  of  revocation ; — ^but  if  it  is  unfinished,  it  will 
not  totally  revoke.  In  such  a  case,  though  origin- 
ally intended  as  a  new  will,  yet  if  it  is  not  finished 
it  can  only  operate  in  conjunction  with  the  other 
paper;  it  supersedes  the  other  pro  tanto ; — and 
both  must  be  considered  as  containing  together 
the  will. 

In  Goldwyn  and  Aspenwall  v.  Coppelly  there  was 
a  will  regularly  executed  in  Jamaica.  The  de- 
ceased gave  instructions  for  an  entire  new  will ; — 
before  he  had  disposed  of  the  residue  he  became 
incapable ; — ^the  Court  pronounced  for  the  two  pa- 
pers, as  containing  together  the  will. 

This  has  been  the  constant  doctrine  of  the  Court ; 
where  instructions  are  finished  they  are  not  revoked 
by  an  unfinished  paper,  except  as  far  as  it  goes ; — 

E  2 


1812. 
Trinity 


52  CASES    DETBRMINBD    IN   THE 

1S12.       the  law  presumes  that  the  testator  would  have 
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Term.       adhered  to  the  remainder. 

^^ — v-^  In  this  case  the  Court  is  not  left  to  presumption ; 
\^^^  the  proof  of  intention  is  satisfactory,  if  the  evidence 
Bagshaw.  is  admissible,  and  if  the  witnesses  are  to  be  be- 
lieved : — ^the  witnesses,  it  is  true,  are  releasing  wit- 
nesses, but  they  are  competent  witnesses;  the 
Court  must  hear  them  with  caution ;  but  their  evi- 
dence is  so  confirmed  that,  unless  they  have  cor- 
ruptly deposed,  no  doubt  exists  of  the  deceased*s 
intention. 

The  deceased  being  in  very  ill  health,  removed 
in  May  from  Harley-street,  to  lodgings  in  the  Edge- 
ware  road : — on  the  5th  of  June  she  told  her  maid 
that  she  was  going  to  copy  her  will,  which  she 
had  altered  in  Harley-street  in  May."  Mr,  Grif- 
fiths, the  apothecary,  confirms  this  ; — ^he  -  states, 
^^that  he  found  the  deceased,  one  day  in  June^ 
with  papers  before  her,  which  she  put  into  a 
box,  saying,  the  will  was  in  the  box,  and  she 
was  writing  it  over  again."— This  box,  with  the 
papers  in  it,  was  delivered  to  Miss  Harley  in  her 
lifetime ; — ^the  deceased,  then,  did  not  intend  to  re- 
voke the  former  will,  but  to  copy  it ;  and  though 
she  might,  in  so  doing,  make  alterations  in  form 
and  substance,  yet  the  effect  will  not  be  to  revoke^ 
but  merely  to  alter  as  far  as  it  has  gone. 

The  deceased  became  worse,  and  did  not  go  on 
to  write  after  the  6th  of  June ;  but  she  repeatedly 
and  anxiously  declared  to  her  maid,  and  the  woman 
who  attended  her,  that  the  will  she  had  altered  in 
Harley*street  was  to  stand  good,  if  she  did  not 
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complete  the  other^  and  that  the  other  was  to  be 
codicillary. 

There  is  a  particular  conversation  deposed  to^ 
as  having  taken  place  on  the  14th  of  June : — the 
deceased  having  become  very  weak,  declares  to 
three  persons,  earnestly  desiring  them  to  entreat 
her  brother  to  carry  her  intentions  into  eflFect,  "  / 
mean,  she  said,  my  mil  I  altered  in  Harley- 
street,  in  May  last,  and  my  last,  I  mean  my 
two  last  wills  to  stand  good ;  *'  two  witnesses  de- 
pose to  this.  Mr.  Bagshaw,  in  his  answers,  admits 
the  same  in  effect, — ^that  the  deceased  requested 
he  would  not  oppose  her  will ;  his  admission  strongly 
confirms  the  representation  of  the  witnesses,  that 
there  was  a  solemn  declaration,  a  sort  of  formal 
publication  of  these  papers,  as  containing  together 
her  will. 

On  the  18th  of  June,  also,  the  day  before  her 
death,  she  recognized  the  paper  No.  3,  by  referring 
to  a  legacy  left  in  it  to  Sir  Walter  Farquhar. 

Edwardes,  the  deceased*s  maid,  says,  that  ^^  she 
"  verily  believes  the  deceased  intended  the  papers 
"  3,  and  5,  down  to  the  time  of  her  death,  should 
"  operate  as  her  will ;"  and  Worthing  says,  that 
"the  deceased  often  expressed  in  the  strongest 
"  terms  that  the  will  she  altered  in  Harley-street, 
"  and  her  last,  were  to  stand  good,  and  not  to  be 
"disputed."    . 

This  evidence  taken,  with  her  declaration  to 
the  apothecary,  "that  her  will  was  in  the  box, 
"  and  that  she  was  writing  it  over  again  ;"  with 
the  admissions  of  Mr.  Bagshaw,  in  his  answers. 
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satisfy  me  that  the  deceased  did  not  intend  to  re- 
move No.  3,  but  wished  the  instruments  taken  to- 
gether to  be  considered  as  her  will. 

I  pronounce,  therefore,  for  Nos.  3,  4,  and  5,  as 
containing  together  the  will  of  the  deceased.     , 
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July  1. 

The  applica- 
tion of  a  mar- 
ried sister  to 
be  joined  in 
an  adminis- 
tration with 
her  two  bro- 
thers, over- 
ruled. 


Dampibr  and  Dampier  v.  Colson. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  deceased  died  leaving  a  widow,  two  sons^ 
and  a  daughter  ;-^he  made  a  will,  appointing  his 
wife  executrix,  and  residuary  legatee  for  life ;  and 
gave  her  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  residue 
among  her  children  ;  but,  if  she  made  no  disposi* 
tion,  then  it  was  to  go  between  them  in  thirds. — 
The  widow  is  in  a  state  of  mental  imbecility,  so 
that  she  can  neither  take  probate^  nor  at  present 
make  any  disposition  of  the  residue. 

The  parties  before  the  C!ourt  are,  the  two  sons 
and  the  daughter,  the  substituted  residuary  lega- 
tees.— ^The  sons,  Edward  Dampier,  and  the  Rev. 
John  Dampier,  pray  the  administration  jointly  to 
them. — ^The  daughter,  Mrs.  Colson,  who  is  a  mar- 
ried woman,  prays  to  be  joined  in  the  administra- 
tion ;  to  this  the  brothers  object :  Mrs.  Colson  then 
prays  that  a  joint  nominee  may  be  fixed  upon. 
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Now,  first y  the  two  sous,  who  are  willmg  to  take       ^^}^ 
it  together^  have  a  majority  of  interests.  Term. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  not  the  practice  of  the 
Court  to  force  a  joint  administration  upon  unwil- 
ling parties ;  and,  therefore,  it  would  not  compel 
the  brothers  to  admit  Mrs.  Colson  to  be  joined  with 
them. 

In  the  third  place,  it  is  not  the  practice  of  the 
Court  to  grant  from  the  residuary  legatees,  to  a 
nominee,  where  the  parties  cannot  agree. 

It  is  stated  that  the  sons  are  indebted  to  the 
estate,  but  I  do  not  see  the  strength  of  that  objec- 
tion ; — ^they  is^ust  produce  an  inventory ; — they  must 
charge  their  debt  as  part  of  the  property: — the 
other  party  will  have  as  full  means  of  investigating 
whether  it  is  paid  in  part  or  not,  as  if  she  were 
to  be  joined  with  them,  perhaps  better.  The  ad- 
ministrators must  give  security ; — I  do  not  see  what 
risk  there  is  to  the  estate,  or  what  disadvantage 
it  is  placed  under. 

But  there  is  another  ground  which  alone  would 
guide  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  if  there  was  no- 
thing else  to  guide  it ;  the  deceased  has  made  the 
two  sons  trustees  for  the  daughter's  sh^e,  for  her- 
self for  life,  and  then  for  her  children ; — ^there  is 
also  some  of  the  property  given  by  will  in  the  same 
manner  to  the  two  sons,  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Colson  ; 
by  appointing  the  sons  administrators,  they  will 
have  an  opportunity  of  executing  this  trust ;  but 
if  Mrs.  Colson  is  joined  with  them,  she  will  have 
the  property  at  least  jointly,  and  she  and  her 
husband  may  dissipate  it,  and  the  trust  may  be 
defeated : — it  is  clearly  not  the  intention  of  the 
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deceased  that  Mrs.  CSolson  or  her  husband  should 
have  the  possession  even  of  this  third,  or  the  ma- 
nagement of  his  property ;  the  two  sons  are  the 
testator's  own  trustees ;  they  are  his  nominees. 

I  reject  Mrs.  Colson's  petition,  and  decree  ad- 
ministration with  the  will  annexed,  to  Edward  and 
John  Dampier. 

In  respect  to  costs,  I  really  see  no  ground  on 
which  Mrs.  Colson  contended  for  the  administra- 
tion ; — I  think  this  is  rather  a  case  which  calls  for 
costs,  as  the  opposition  is  frivolous  and  unfounded. 


Costs  given. 


Michaelmas 

Term, 

Nov.  5. 


Reeves  v.  Freeling. 


^«Tdi?:  Probate  of  the  win  of  John  Reeves,  had  been 
thfwrt^f  ui-  granted  to  the  executors,  but  was  called  in  by 
qu?]^'frjm'*'  a  son  of  the  deceased,  who  had  been  advanced 
an  wtaiuiu-      jjj  yg  father's  lifetime,  and  was  no  further  bene- 
fited under  the  will  than  as  a  contingent  legatee ; 
the  will  was  proved  in  solemn  form  of  law,  and 
probate  decreed  to  the  executors. 

Ltishinfftofty  for  the  executors,  prayed  costs. 
Per  Curiarth. 

The  son  had  a  right  to  put  the  executors  on 

proof  of  the  will ;  I  shall  certainly  not  give  costs. 

Swabey  for  the  son,  prayed  an  inventory,  and 
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stated  that  the  contiBgent  interest  of  his  party  was 
soflicient  to  entitle  him  to  it. 

LusUngton  contrh,  denied  the  right  of  the  ad- 
verse party  to  an  inventory :  and  said,  that  in  this 
case  it  would  be  attended  with  great  difficolty,  as 
the  deceased  was  engaged  in  a  banking-house,  and 
his  profits  would  not  be  concluded  till  May,  1813. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

I  have  known  the  Couft  exercise  a  judgment  on 
these  questions,  particularly  in  complicated  cases. 

It  cannot  be  necessary  for  the  party  to  enter  into 
all  the  accounts  of  the  banking-house ;  the  Court 
will,  in  this  instance,  exercise  a  discretion  as  to 
the  sort  of  inventory  it  will  accept : — ^it  cannot  be 
difficult  to  make  one  out ;  there  must  be  an  account 
for  the  rest  of  the  family  ;  and  though  the  person 
calling  for  the  inventory  has  but  a  contingent  in- 
terest, he  has  a  right  to  a  constat  of  the  effects. 
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Brouncksr  and  Cooke  v.  Brounckbr. 


Nov.  12. 


Lewis  WilUam  Brouncker,    Esq.  of   Barford  fiwed  toa' 
Hall,  in  the  county  of  Wilts^  died  on  the  29th  of  and  executed. 
Jan.,  1812. — On  the  21st  of  same  months  he  had 
ttecuted  a  formal  will  of   considerable  length, 
drawn  up  by  Mr.  Cooke,  his  solicitor,  containing 
a  complete  disposition  of  his  property ; — ^this  will 
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1812.       ^gg  propounded  by  the  executors,  and  was  not  op- 

Term,      posed ;  Dut  a  codicil^  dated  three  days  only  subse- 

^"""v— ^     quent  to  this  instrument,  was  propounded  also  on 

V.         the  behalf  of  the  younger  children  of  the  testator. 

Brouncksb.  'pjjg  deceased  left  a  widow  and  nine  children ;  his 

personal  property  amounted  to  about  70,0002. 

The  codicil  was  as  follows  : — 
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Bar/ord  House, 
Jan.  24th.  1812. 
"  I  am  desired  by  L.  W.  Brouncker,  to  request 
that  his  executors  will  make  the  fortunes  of  his 
eight  younger  children  to  consist  of  ten  thousand 
pounds  stock,  instead  of  five  thousand^  which  he 
had  given  them  by  a  will  made  by  George  Cooke, 
Esq.  and  executed  in  the  presence  of  the  Rey. 
George  Chandler,  of  Dalkeith  House,  (Scotland, 
Duke  of  Buccleugh's)  John  Hooper,  surgeon,  of 
the  village  of  Downton,  and  Margaret  Hawes, 
governess  to  L.  W.  Brouncker*s  children,  on 
the  21  St  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  twelve.  The  same  to  arise  from  the 
stock  stated  for  the  five  thousand  stock  men- 
tioned in  the  said  will.  The  abovementioned 
will  to  continue  in  e£Fect  to  all  the  other  purposes 
therein  contained. 

"  MARY  STRODE. 


"  If  the  alteration  for  which  these  directicms  have 
"  been  given  has  been  already  made,  namely,  five 
additional  thousand  pounds  stock,  this  paper  is 
not  to  be  of  any  effect. 

^^  Mart  Strodb. 
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'^  Farther  added  by  L.  W.  Brouncker's  desire ;  .i®i2. 
^  this  memorandum  I  consider  as  a  codicil  to  my  j\!rm. 
«  wiH. 

'  "  L,  W.  Brounceer* 

"  Witness,  Richard  Fawkr,  M.  D.  Broukck»»- 

Mary  Strode.'' 

Jenner  and  Phillimcre  in  support  of  the  codicil. 

Swai^  and  Imshingtom,,  contra. 

Judgment. 

Sib  John   Nicholl. 

The  deceased,  Lewis  William  Bromicker,  died 
on  Wednesday,  the  29th  of  January,  1812.  The 
oodicil  propounded  is  dated  on  the  24th  of  January^ 
1812.  The  deceased  is  stated  to  have  been  pos^ 
sessed  of  a  very  considerable  fortune,  about 
70,000?.  sterling,  in  money,  and  a  landed  estate 
worth  about  4000/.,  the  whote  producing  about 
3,500/.  per  annum.  This  estate  is  charged  with 
two  annuities,  amodntihg  to  160/.  per  annum;  a 
settlement  on  his  Wife  of  500/.  per  annum ;  and 
2000/.  generally  on  his  younger  children. 

On  the  21st  of  January,  three  days  only  before 
the  date  of  the  codicil,  the  deceased,  executed  a 
complete  and  long  will,  in  full  form, — containing 
a  just  and  proper  disposition  of  his  property ; — it 
is  of  considerable  length,  and  must  have  taken 
considerable  time  in  making ;  even  the  draft  which 
18  before  the  Court  has  the  appearance  of  having 
been  prepared  a  considerable  time.  He  had  an 
eldest  son,  and  eight  younger  ~  children  ; — by  thid 
will  he  giyes  an  additional  annuity  to  his  wife  of 
500/.,   making  her  provision    1000/.  per  ammmi, 
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1812.      besides  a  legacy  of  1000/.,  and  all  his  plate,  linen. 
Term.      fornitare^   &e. ;   and  he  bequeaths   5000/.  3  per 
"" — v'— ^     cent,  to  each  of  his  younger  children. 
RouNCKBE      gy  ^^^  codicil  now  propounded,  the  fortune  of 
BmouNCKBR.  the  younger  children  is  doubled  ;  5000/  3  per  cents. 
additional ' is  given  to  them; — so. that  there  are 
80,000/.  3  per  cents.,  nearly  50,000/.  sterling,  given 
to  the  younger  children,  v^hich  will  not  leave  a  suf- 
ficiency to  cover  the  annuity  to  the  widow,  and  the 
other  charges  on  the  estate  ; — ^and  must  leave  the 
eldest  son  destitute. 

It  is  pleaded  that  the  deceased  had  a  strong  affec- 
tion for  his  eldest  son; — there  is  no  particular 
proof  of  this ; — ^but  it  is  clearly  proved  that  he 
had  no  disaffection  towards  him ; — ^his  affection  is 
evinced  by  the  will  of  the  21st  of  January; — and  this, 
from  the  provisions  it  contains,  is  decisive  of  a  firm 
intention  to  make  an  eldest  son ; — ^it  shews  it  to 
have  been  his  deUberate  and  firm  intention. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  the  deceased  was 
in  possession  of  a  sound  and  disposing  memory 
at  the  time  of  making  this  codicil,  sufficiently  so, 
to  effect  the  almost  entire  subversion  of  his  so- 
lemn will,  executed  only  four  days  before,  and  to 
leave  his  eldest  son  for  the  present  destitute,  or  at 
best  dependent  on  his  mother  during  her  life. 

The  presumption  of  law  is  strongly  in  favour  of 
the  executed  will : — the  Court  must  consider  whe- 
ther the  capacity  was  adequate  to  the  subsequent 
act : — the  proof  of  the  capacity  must  depend  upon 
the  nature  of  the  act ;  and  aU  circumstances  must 
be  taken  together,  to  ascertain  the  real  testament- 
ary intentions. 
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The  testator  was  very  ill  at  his  residence  at  Bar-       ifii2. 
ford  House,  about  nine  miles  from  Salisbury ; — ^his       Term. 
sister^  Mrs.  Strode,  came  from  London  to  see  him     ^" — v— ^ 
OB  the  23rd  of  January  ;-he  appears  to  have  had   2"°";;"" 
great  confidence  in  her ; — ^he  mentioned  to  her  his  Bbouwckbe. 
having  made  his  will ; — ^he  seemed  perfectly  satisfied 
with  the  provision  made  for  his  children ; — ^he  only 
doubted  whether  there  was  a  sufficiency  for  his 
wife. 

The  next  morning  he  sends  for  his  sister, — ^is  ex- 
tremely eager  for  her  arrival,  (she  had  returned  to 
Salisbury  to  sleep)  asks  repeatedly  whether  she  was 
come, — a  further  conversation  took  place  with  her, 
— and  he  again  said  he  had  made  a  handsome  pro- 
vision for  his  children,  and  only  doubts  about  his 
wife ; — this  shews  that  his  mind  was  dwelling  on 
the  subject ; — ^but  there  is  no  appearance  of  any 
Ghange  in  respect  to  the  distribution  among  his 
children ; — still  less,  that  any  thing  had  arisen  in 
his  mind  adverse  to  his  eldest  son. 

The  deceased  then  said,  that  he  must  exert  his 
little  remaining  strength  to  transact  some  business 
respecting  his  brother,  and  for  that  purpose  vnrote 
a  draft  for  a  person  under  whose  care  he  was  ;— 
that  business  being  done,  his  sister  left  him,  ^^  con- 
cluding that  all  the  deceased's  worldly  affairs  were 
accomplished,*' — she  went  down  stairs  to  write  some 
letters ; — so  that  up  to  that  momtot  there  was  not 
the  least  trace  of  the  deceased  being  dissatisfied 
with  the  provision  for  his  younger  children. 

It  is  material  to  see  what  was  his  condition  and 
state  during  this  previous  transaction ; — ^this  is  fully 
detailed  in  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Strode,  and  a 
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i^}P^'      greater  state  of  debility  can  hardly  be  imagined ; — 
Term.       and  the  natural  effect  of  his  exertion  was^  that  he 

^^'~^^'"*^     should  remain  in  an  exhausted  state ; — ^and  his  mind 
V.         of  course  more  liable  to  wander.    It  is  also  proTcd, 

BaouNCKBB.  ti^t  before  this  time  the  deceased  had  occasional 
wanderings  and  deliriums ; — ^he  had J:he  bed-clothes 
and  bolster  put  at  the  bottom  of  the  bed^  and  slept 
several  hours  in  that  mode.  The  apothecary  says, 
he  gave  odd  and  eccentric  directions ; — and  the  ser- 
vants who  attended  him  speak  to  several  instances 
of  his  mmd  wandering.  He  was  so  weak  in  body 
that  when  he  was  taken  up  it  was  necessary  to  fan 
him.  Surely,  in  this  state  it  is  absolutely  incumbent 
on  the  Court  to  be  satisfied  that  the  deceased  fully- 
comprehended  the  nature  of  an  alteration  made  so 
suddenly,  and  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  princi- 
pie  which  had  so  long  regulated  his  testamentary 
dispositions. 

Within  an  hour  after  Mrs.  Strode  had  left  the 
deceased,  under  the  impression  that  he  had  finished 
all  his  worldly  arrangements,  Mrs.  Brouncker,  the 
wife,  came  down  in  great  haste  and  agitation  to 
Mrs.  Strode,  and  informed  her  that  the  deceased 
would  have  a  codicil  made  to  give  5000/.  more  to 
his  younger  children : — ^Mrs.  Strode,  I  doubt  not, 
with  perfectly  good  intentions,  but  under  a  great 
agitation,  instead  of  going  up  and  taking  instruc- 
tions from  the  deceased,  so  as  to  satisfy  herself  that 
his  memory  and  recollection  were  complete,  and 
that  he  really  understood  the  important  change  he 
was  about  to  make  in  his  will  in  respect  to  the  pro- 
vision for  his  younger  chifdren,  with  which,  up  to 
that  moment,  he  had  appeared  satisfied,  wrote  the 
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paper  in  question : — ^Mrs,  Strode  deposes  that  Mrs.    j^}?^^' 
Bronncker  said,  "  He  wishes  you  now  to  make  a       tww. 
"  codicil ;  and,  apparently  much  agitated,  said,  she     ^^    v~^ 
^<  must  come  directly,  and  Mrs.  Brouncker  said  the         t;. 
"  codicil  was  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  addi-  Bboukckb*. 
'^tion  of  5000?.  to  the  fortune  of  the  younger 
^^  children ; — and  the  deponent  having  some  paper 
<<  before  her,  in  a  rapid  manner  wrote  the  sub- 
*'  stance  of  what  the  add  Harriet  Brouncker  then 
"mentioned  as  the  wishes  of  the  deceased,  and 
'^immediately  proceeded  with  her  into  the  de- 
"ceased's  bed-room."'     She  continues  to  depose, 
''that  she  carried  it  to  the  deceased,  who  sat  ia, 
"  an  easy  Chair,  and  without  any  thing  being  said 
"  by  the  deceased  or  the  deponent,  she  read  over 
"to  him  what  she  had  written; — ^he  asked  her 
"  why  she  had  not  written  it  in  the  form  of  a  codi- 
"dl.**     Not  one  word  as  to  the  contents,  or  the 
reason  of  the  alteration ;— nothing  to  supply  the 
defect  of  instructions,  and  the  two  Jadies  themselves 
2q[ipear  to  have  been  in  such  agitation  and  hurry, 
as  scarcely  to  have  understood  what  had  been  in- 
tended : — ^there  is  nothing  to  satisfy  the  Cpurt  that 
the  deceased  was  fully  aware  of  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  this  alteration  in  the  will ;  he  merely  takes 
notice  of  the  form.    Mrs.  Strode  goes  on  to  relate 
''  that  from  some  observation  that  fell  from  the  de-  * 
^^  ceased  she  doubted  whether  he  had  not  by  his  will 
'^made  such  additional  provision;'*  and  he  was 
very  desirous  that  the  will  should  be  opened,  which 
she  strongly  opposed,  tiiinking  ^'  he  would  almost 
'^have  died  before  the  transaction  had  been  com- 
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1812.       "pleted,  and  some  one  gave  him  wine  on  account 

iaichoelmos 

Term.       ^^  of  his  exhausted  state." 

^'■""v-^  Now  what  must  have  been  the  state  of  the 
J,,  deceased's  mind^  when  he  could  not  recollect  so 
Bbounckbb.  important  an  article  respecting  his  will,  made  only 
three  days  before ; — it  is  very  unfortunate  that  this 
lady  undertook  the  transaction,  and  opposed  the 
looking  into  the  will ; — ^for,  if  there  had  not  been 
so  much  haste ;  if  the  deceased  had  gone  regularly 
through  the  transaction,  the  Court  would  have  be^n 
better  satisfied  whether  he  did,  or  did  not,  really 
comprehend  the  nature  of  the  act ;  the  relation 
given  seems  to  negative  that  he  understood  the  act ; 
— ^when  he  talks  of  this  additional  provision,  it  ra- 
ther points  to  the  addition  (to  2000/.  under  the  set- 
tlement) after  his  wife's  deatii ;  and,  therefore,  to  a 
single  sum  of  5000/. ; — ^for,  I  do  not  see  how  it  could 
properly  be  said  that  by  will,  he  had  made  an  addi- 
tional, provision  of  5000/.  each,  to  the  5000/.  given 
by  the  will  itself;  and  exactly  in  the  same  manner : 
— ^this  wotdd  be  absurd,  and  it  shews  such  a  confu- 
sion of  mind,  that  it  is  difficult  to  think  he  could 
form  any  intention  which  could  safely  be  carried 
into  effect  as  intention  of  a  sound  'mind: — ^the 
deceased  was  at  least  in  a  state  of  doubtful  capacity. 
Dr.  Fowler  the  deces^ed's  physician,  who  has 
«also  subscribed  the  instrument,  deposes,  ^^that 
^^  Mrs.  Strode  asked  him  in  great  haste  to  step  into 
"  the  deceased's  room  for  a  few  minutes ; — she  said 
^'  he  was  desirous  of  making  a  slight  alteration  in 
^^  his  will,  and  had  desired  her  to  draw  up  a  codi- 
^'  cil ; — and  it  agitated  her  to  death : — ^they  went 
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''into  the  deceased^s  room, — Mrs.  Strode,  in  the       I812. 

Michaelmas 


Bbounc&kb 


it 


presence  of  the  deceased,  said,  the  deceased       Term. 
wished  him  to  witness  a  codicil,  and  was  merely 
"  making  a  trifling  addition  to  the  fortmies  of  his 
"  yoonger  children ; — ^the  deponent  then  asked  the  Bbouncker. 
"  deceased  whether  it  would  not  be  better  to  have 
« three  witnesses?— the  deceased,  apparently  agi- 
'^  tated  and  impatient,  replied,  ^  it  is  not  lands  ;  it 
'  has  nothing  to  do  with  lands — it  is  merely  to 
^  make  a  trifling  or  small  addition  to  the  fortunes 
*of  younger  children.'     The  deceased  shewed 
**  great  eagerness  to  have  it  done ; — the  paper  was 
"  placed  on  a  table  ; — ^he  proposed  Mrs.  Brouncker 
*'  to  be  a  witness  : — the  deceased,  in  an  uncom- 
«  monly  hurried  manner,  and  as  if  he  was  working 
If  up  to  make  an  effort,  signed  his  name ; 
the  deponent  and  Mrs.  Strode,  without 
^'  any  thing  further  being  said,  signed  their  names.'' 
To  what  does  all  this  amount  ?  that  the  deceased 
knew  he  was  doing  some  testamentary  act,  so  far 
as  to  be  aware  of  something  of  these  forms ; — he 
could  call  it  a  codicil ; — ^he  knew  it  did  not  pass 
lands; — and  he  could  exert  himself  to  sign. his 
name : — ^but  it  does  not  satisfy  me  that  he  knew  the 
important  alteration  he  was  making ; — ^that  he  was 
doubling  the  fortunes  of  his  younger  children,  and 
leaving  his  eldest  son  totally  unprovided  for  : — ^he  ^ 
hears  Mrs.  Strode  describe  it  as  a  trifling  addition ; 
— ^he  repeats  that  it  is  a  trifling  addition  to  younger 
children ; — ^but,  instead  of  that,  it  is  doubling  their 
fortunes ;  a  bequest  of  40,000/. : — it  shews  that  the 
deceased  could  not  have  comprehended  it.    There 
is  not  a  single  dictum  from  the  deceased,  either 

VOL    II.  F 
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1812.       before  or  after  this  codicil,  that  he  was  dissatisfied 

Michaelmas        .^i    ^i  .  .  i     i?      v«  i -u 

Term.       With  the  provisiou  made  for  his  younger  children ; 

^ — v~^     — there  is  not  one  witness  who  will  venture  to  state 

Bbounckee    ^j^^  ^^^  deceased  was  of  perfect  sound  mind ;— or, 

Brounckbr.  that  he  fully  comprehended  the  nature  and  extent 

of  the  act ; — ^it  has  every  appearance  of  being  the 
sudden  thought  of  a  wandering  and  disordered 
mind, 'in  extreme  weakness  of  body. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  evidence  is  by  no  means 
such  as  satisfies  me  that  the  deceased  was  in  posses- 
sion of  sufiicient  memory  and  recollection  to  under- 
stand the  import  of  this  codicil : — ^the  presumption 
is  in  favour  of  the  regular  wiU,  executed  only  three 
days  before.  The  Court  must  be  on  its  guard  that 
the  real  intentions  of  the  deceased  are  not  defeated 
by  the  incautious  act  of  the  persons  about  him.  I 
shall  act  more  safely  in  adhering  to  the  will,  as  the 
instrument  which  is  most  likely  to  carry  into  e£Fect 
his  real  wishes  and  intentions ;  and  I  pronounce 
against  the  codicil. 


**'^  ^   m*  .^M 
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1812. 
^  ^  Mickadmas 

Smith  v.  Smith.  Term. 

Nov.  19. 


On  the  admission  of  a  libel  given  in  by  the  wife  wherecnicity 

^^^  and  adulter^ 

pleading  cruelty  and  adultery  against  her  husband.  •^  ^x^ 
Arnold  and  Lushingtany  contrh.  agunst  a  hua- 

^^  ,  band»  it  ia 

The  charge  of  cruelty,  if  proved,  would  not  notabso- 
amount  to  that  which  would  entitle  the  party  pro-  aary  to  proYc 
ceeding  to  a  sentence  ;<'-*it  cannot  assist  the  charge 
of  adultery ;  therefore,  all  that  part  of  the  Ubel 
relating  to  cruelty  should  be  rejected. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  libel  is  not  objected  to  altogether  ;-«-the 
Court  always  considers  whether  the  general  sub- 
stance is  admissible ;  if  it  is,  the  smaller  parts  are 
not  excluded.  I  do  not  know  that  the  Court  has 
ever  laid  down  where  cruelty  and  adultery  are  both 
charged,  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  prove 
the  cruelty  :  it  may  be  of  consequence  on  the  ques- 
tion of  permanent  alimony.  In  this  case  I  think 
that  the  cruelty  and  adultery  are  combined  toge- 
ther ;  for  the  adultery  pleaded  is  of  a  nature  to 
include  cruelty. 

Where  the  wife  is  the  complainant,  and  the 
husband  to  pay  the  expences  on  both  sides,  the 

£  2 
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1812,  Court  will  be  on  its  guard  not  to  admit  matter 
Term.  that  IS  u-relevsnt ;  but  it  does  not  appear  here 
that  the  case  is  unnecessarily  loaded,  or  containing 
any  matter  which  may  not  be  of  use  to  assist  the 
Court  in  its  determmation. 


Libel  admitted. 
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Browning  v.  Rbane. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Mary  Reane,  otherwise  White,  died  intestate, 
in  Oct.  1810;  James  Reane  demands  administra- 
tion to  her  effects  as  her  husband.  Thomas  Brow^- 
ing,  her  nephew,  and  one  of  her  next  of  kin,  denies 
Reane  to  be  her  husband ;  not  denying  that  a  fact 
of  marriage  took  place,  but  alleging,  that,  at  the 
time  of  that  marriage  being  solemnized,  the  de- 
ceased was  incapable,  from  mental  deficiency,  to 
contract  a  marriage. 

The  issue,  therefore,  in  the  cause,  is,  whether 
the  deceased,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  marriage 
was  incapable  of  legally  contracting  it ;  and  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  person  alleging  that  incapa- 
city must  prove  it,  a  marriage  having  in  fact  been 
solenmized. 

Upon  the  law  of  the  case  there  is  little'  question ; 
and,  without  going  back  to  ancient  authorities,  it 
inay  be  sufficient  to  state  what  Mr.  Justice  Black- 
stone  says  on  the  subject : — "  a  fourth  incapacity 
"  w,  want  of  reason ;  mthout  a  competent  share  of 


1812. 
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AdminUtra- 
tion  of  the 
effects  of  a 
wife  refused 
to  the  hus- 
band on  the 
ground  that 
his  marriage 
has  been  iUe- 
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lity of  mar- 
riage estab- 
lished. 
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Browiving 
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^^  whichy  as  no  others^  so  neither  can  the  matrimo- 
^^  mal  contract  he  valid.  It  was  formerly  adjudged 
^^that  the  issue  of  an  idiot  was  legitimate,  and, 
^^consequently,  that  his  marriage  was  valid.  A 
^^  strange  determination  !  since  consent  is  abso- 
^^  lutely  requisite  to  matrimony ;  and  neither  idiots, 
^^nor  lunatics,  are  capable  of  consenting  to  any 
^^  thing ;  and,  therefore,  the  civil  Jaw  judged  much 
^^more  sensibly,  when  it  made  such  deprivations 
^^  of  reason  a  previous  impediment,  though  not  a 
"  coMse  of  divorce  if  they  happened  after  marriage. 
^^  And  modern  resolutions  have  adhered  to  the 
^^  reason  of  the  civil  law,  by  determining  that  the 
^^  marriage  of  a  lunatic,  not  being  in  a  lucid 
^'interval,  was  absolutely  void.'^ 

Here  then  the  law^  and  the  goo^  sense  of  the 
law,  are  clearly  laid  down ;  want  of  reason  must,  of 
course,  invalidate  a  contract,  and  the  most  import- 
ant contract  of  life,  the  very  essence  of  which  is 
consent.  It  is  not  material  whether  the  want  of 
consent  arises  from  idiotcy  or  lunacy,  or  from  both 
combined :  nor  does  it  seem  necessary,  in  this  case, 
to  enter  into  any  disquisition  of  what  is  idiotcy, 
and  what  is  lunacy ;  complete  idiotcy,  total  fatuity 
from  the  birth,  rarely  occurs ;  a  much  more  com- 
mon case  is,  mental  weakness  and  imbecility,  in- 
creased as  a  person  grows  up  and  advances  in  age, 
from  various  supervening  causes,  so  as  to  produce 
unsoundness  of  mind.  Objects  of  this  sort  have 
occurred  to  the  observation  of  most  people.  If 
the  incapacity  be  such,  arising  from  either,  or  both 
causes,  that  the  party  is  incapable  of  understand- 
ing  the  nature  of  the  contract  itself,  and  incapable. 
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from  mental  imbecility,  to  take  care  of  his  or  her      .1^12. 

_  ,  -'  -i.   .1      -I  Michaelmas 

own  person  and  property,  such  an  mdividual  cannot  Term. 
dispose  of  her  person  and  property  by  the  matri- 
monial contract,  any  more  than  by  any  other  con- 
tract. The  exact  line  of  separation  between  rea-  i^e^nk. 
son  and  incapacity  may  be  difficult  to  be  found  and 
marked  out  in  the  abstract ;  though  it  may  not  be 
difficult,  in  most  cases,  to  decide  upon  thp  result  of 
the  circumstances ;  and  this  appears  to  be  a  case 
of  that  description,  the  circumstances  being  such 
as  to  leave  no  doubt  upon  my  mind. 

The  case,  as  laid  in  the  second  and  fifth  articles 
of  the  plea,  is  to  this  effect ;  that  she  was  always 
firom  her  youth  a  silly  or  foolish  person,  possess- 
ing a  very  weak  understanding,  which  nearly  ap- 
proached to  idiotcy,  and  was  considered  to  be,  and 
treated  as  such ;  that  as  she  grew  older  her  mental 
faculties  more  rapidly  decreased,  insomuch  that 
for  several  years,  and  more  especially  for  the  last 
three  years  of  her  life,  she  was  wholly  incapable 
of  governing,  or  taking  care  of  herself  or  affairs ; 
and  that,  by  reason  of  her  weak  and  decayed  state 
of  mind,  she  was  incapable  of  understanding  the 
nature  of  courtship  and  addresses,  or  of  consenting 
and  agreeing  to  be  married. 

It  is  not  denied  that,  if  this  case  is  made  out  by 
the  circumstances,  that  the  marriage  was  in  law 
invalid:  it  becomes,  therefore,  necessary  to  exa- 
mine the  circumstances  which  are  proved  in  respect 
to  the  state  and  condition  of  the  deceased,  and  the 
transaction  itself. 

The  age  of  the  deceased  is  proved  to  be  upwards 
of  seventy ;  the  age  of  the  man  about  forty :  it  is 
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not  controverted  that  she  became  possessed  of  con- 
siderable property  by  her  brother's  death ;  she  was 
the  daughter  of  a  baker :  it  does  not  appear  that 
she  was,  in  her  infancy,  in  snch  a  state  as  to  ex- 
clude all  hope  of  her  instruction  or  improvement, 
for  she  was  sent  to  school ;  but  it  does  not  seem 
that  she  was  ever  able  to  read,  or  to  write  her  own 
name  legibly.  She  was  put  out  as  an  apprentice 
to  a  mantua-maker ;  and  it  is  to  be  inferred  from 
this,  that  she  was  thought  capable  of  learning  to 
gain  her  own  livelihood ;  but  the  fact  is,  she  never 
did  learn  her  business,  but  was  employed  as  a  ser- 
vant in  the  house,  and  going  on  errands,  and  look- 
ing after  the  children. 

Mr.  Blisset,  examined  by  the  husband,  says, 
"  He  lodged,  about  thirty  years  ago,  in  the  house 
"where  the  deceased  served  her  apprenticeship, 
"  and  where  she  was  acting  as  servant ;  that  she 
"  twice  called  upon  him  since,  about  five^  and  about 
"  three  months  before  her  marriage ;  she  told  him 
"  she  was  going  to  be  married,  and  appeared  then 
"  as  c<npable  as  when  he  formerly  knew  her."  But 
he  enters  into  no  particulars,  of  what  her  state 
was  when  he  formerly  knew  her.  He  admits,  upon 
an  interrogatory,  "That  she  was  of  a  weak  un- 
"  derstanding,  but  he  considered  her  as  capable  of 
"taking  care  of  herself."  He  had  not  seen  her 
for  nearly  forty  years ;  and,  if  he  is  correct  in 
dates,  the  first  of  these  ^^sits,  viz.  about  five  months 
before  her  marriage,  when  she  said  she  was  going 
to  be  married,  it  was  before  Reane  knew  her ;  his 
acquaintance  having  commenced  in  December, 
and  she  was  married  on  the  second  of  March  fol- 
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lowing;  whether  this  man  is  Blisset  the  player^ 
mentioned  in  another  part  of  the  evidence,  and 
whether  it  be  true  that  the  deceased  had  a  child 
by  Blisset  the  player,  is  not  proved  in  any  satis* 
&ctory  manner ;  if  it  were,  this  man*s  credit  as  a 
witness  would  not  rest  on  any  solid  foundation; 
bat,  taking  it  otherwise,  this  evidence  is  extremely 
slight,  and  too  little  instructed  with  circumstances 
for  the  court  to  rely  upon  it.  Eighteen  or  nine- 
teen witnesses  have  been  examined,  who  have 
known  the  deceased  at  different  periods  of  her  life, 
some  from  her  infancy,  others  at  a  more  advanced 
period ;  but  it  is  the  latter  part  of  her  life  which 
is  most  important.  The  statement  of  some  of  this 
evidence  will  afford  the  best  reasons  for  the  sen- 
tence the  Court  is  about  to  give. 

Mary  BUcoXy  aged  eighty-five,  deposes,  "that 
"  she  has  lived  all  her  life  in  Avon-street,  Bath. 
"  White,  a  baker,  the  father  of  the  deceased,  lived 
^'  in  the  same  street :  she  has  known  her  from  five 
^  years  old ;  she  went  to  school  with  three  sisters 
"  of  the  deponent's ;  about  ten  or  twelve  she  was 
"  put  apprentice  to  one  Harper,  but  on  account  of 
"her  weakness  of  mind,  instead  of  being  taught 
"  business,  she  was  put  to  mind  Harper's  children. 
"  She  went  afterwards  to  live  with  a  Mrs.  Fry,  and 
^^  used  occasionally  to  call  at  the  deponent's  house. 
"On  the  death  of  Mrs.  Fryj  twelve  or  fourteen 
"years  ago,  she  for  some  years,  while  living  at 
"  different  places,  continued  to  call  on  the  depo- 
nent, and  complained  of  being  starved ;  and  out 
of  compassion  she  took  her  to  live  in  her  house, 
about  five  years  ago,  where  she  continued  three 
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^^  years  \  and  about  two  years  ago  one  Mrs.  Physic 
'^  took  her  away^  and  placed  her  in  some  shop,  as 
'^  she  told  the  deponent,  and  where  she  still  con- 
^' tinned  to  call;  the  deceased  was  always  from 
^^  her  youth  a  silly  or  foolish  person,  possessing  a 
very  weak  understanding,  approaching  nearly 
to  idiotcy,  and  as  such  was  treated ;  and  her 
^^  mental  faculties  more  rapidly  decreased  as  she 
"  grew  older ;  during  the  last  years  of  her  life  she 
^'was  wholly  incapable  of  governing  or  faking 
"  care  of  herself  or  her  affairs ;  no  rational  talk 
"  could  be  had  with  her,  for  where  any  one  spoke 
[to  her,  or  asked  her  any  question,  she  would  re- 
peat the  words  in  a  silly  irrational  manner,  in- 
stead of  replying  to  the  question ;  that  she  could 
not  sit  in  a  place  for  five  minutes  together,  but 
^^  when  at  meals  would  get  up  from  her  seat,  and 
^'  run  about  the  room^  and  when  the  deponent  said 
"  to  her,  *  Molly,  you  have  not  eat  half  your  vie- 
*^  tuals,'  she  would  say  she  had  enough,  and  would 
not  abide  in  the  house  longer  than  to  have  her 
meals.  The  deponent  being  confined  a  good 
"  deal  by  gout,  had  not  an  opportunity  of  seeing 
"  her  from  home :  she  has  seen  her  pull  up  her 
*^  petticoats,  and  eifpose  her  person ;  and  she  was 
such  a  fool  she  would  not  mind  making  water 
before  any  person ;  she  used  very  often  to  want 
^^  to  take  the  deponent's  husband  round  the  neck ; 
^'she  was  worse  in  her  conduct,  and  more  silly, 
"  after  the  death  of  her  brother  than  before ;  that 
"  she  never  could  be  made  sensible  of  her  conduct, 
"  whatever  might  be  said  to  her,  even  in  the  life- 
"  time  of  her  brother,  who  died  about  five  years  ago> 
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"and  fix)in  whom  deponent  received  a  remittance    ,^.^?^^' 

MtckaeiaufS 

'^  of  20/.  a-year  for  boarding  and  lodging  his  sister."       Term. 

Mary  Turner  "knew  the  deceased  as  long  as     ^"~v*' 
'^she  can  remember;  she  was  a  young  woman         v, 
**  when  the  deponent  was  a  girl ;  their  respective     R»ah»- 
^  fikthers  had  dealings  together :  the  deceased  was 
'^  in  the  habit  of  coming  to  the  deponent's  house^ 
"and  would  help  herself  to  any  thing  as  if  she 
"was  at  home.  -  Many  years  ago  the  deceased's 
"  brother  desired  her  to  look  after  his  sister,  which 
"die  accordingly  did^  and  she  used  to  come  to 
her;  after  which,  by  his  desire,  she  was  placed 
at  Weston,  near  Bath;  she  clothed  her  to  go 
"to  this  lodging,  stripping  her  the  same  as  a 
^ child:  she  lodged  in  different  places  in  Bath 
"with  Mrs.  Yiston,  Mrs.  Bristow,  and  another 
"p«:'8on  who  took  Mrs.  Bristow's  house.    She  was 
^'in  the  habit  of  coming  to  the  defendant,  and  she 
"  saw  a  great  deal  of  her  tiU  a  few  days  prior  to 
"the  marriage.    From  her  acquaintance  with  her 
"  she  is  enabled  to  depose  that  the  deceased  was 
"  from  her  youth  a  silly  or  foolish  person,  possess- 
"  ing  a  very  weak  understanding,  nearly  approach- 
"  ing  to  idiotcy,  not  sensible  enough  to  take  care 
"  of  herself,  and  she  was  always  so  considered  and 
"  treated  by  her  own  family :  after  the  death  of 
"her  brother,  she  became  worse,  or  her  mental 
"fiEumlties  more  rapidly  decreased,  notions  of  her^ 
"being  possessed  of  a  great  property  being  put 
"into  her  head,  which  were  too  much  for  her; 
"she  would  sometimes  repeat  questions,  would 
^get  up  in  the  middle  of  meals  without  cause; 
"  would  run  about  the  markets  and  streets  of  Bath. 
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"Seeing  her  ill  used^  the  deponent  has  several 
"times  taken  her  home;,  and  finding  her  violent 
"she  would  be  obUged  to  shake  her;  boys  and 
"  idle  persons  used  to  follow  her,  calling  out,  ^  Molly 
"  White,  give  me  a  pinch  of  snu£F,  where  is  the  fisher- 
"  man  ?'  alluding  to  a  man  in  the  market,  of  whom 
"  she  was  very  fond,  and  who  could  not  do  his  bu- 
"siness  sometimes  for  her.  The  person  with 
whom  she  was  placed,  at  Weston,  sigiufied  that 
she  was  so  troublesome  she  could  not  keep  her : 
"  in  deponent's  opinion  she  was  totally  devoid  of 
"cominon  understanding,  and  incapable  of  com- 
"prehending  the  contract  of  marriage,  or  giving 
"  a  rational  consent  thereto/' 

On  third  ^additional  interrogatory^  this  witness 
states,  "  that  George  White  paid  for  common  ne- 
"cessaries  for  the  deceased  till  his  death;  after 
which  Mr.  Physic,  for  Mr,  Browning,  engaged 
with  some  person  to  provide  for  her :  Mr.  Brown- 
ing  frequently  gave  the  respondent  money  to 
buy  snuflF  for  her." 

Thomas  Field  "  sells  fish  at  the  Bath  market ; 
about  two  or  three  years  ago  he  first  came  to 
know  the  deceased  by  her  asking  him  the  price  of 
fish ;  but  he,  concluding  she  did  not  want  any, 
"  and  observing  her  take  snufi',  asked  her  for  some, 
which  she  gave  him;  that  from  that  time  for 
many  months  she  was  continually  coming  to  the 
"  market,  sometimes  twenty  times  a-day,  and  used 
"  always  to  come  up  to  the  deponent,  whom  she 
"frequently  followed  to  a  public-house:  he  used 
"then  to  hear  her  called  Mrs.  Field,  which  she 
"would  repeat  in  a  silly  way:  he  first  heard  her 
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^^  called  Mrs.  White  by  one  Mrs.  Tamer,  who  j^}f^' 
'^  had  the  care  of  her,  and  nsed  to  come  to  drive  Term. 
"  her  out  of  the  market ;  she  used  to  say  to  depo- 
''nent,  ^ Will  you  marry  me?'  and  on  his  saying 
to  her  *  When  will  you  marry  me  ? '  she  would 
repeat  the  very  words.  When  she  came  to  the 
public  house  she  would  drink  the  beer  of  ^any 
'^  one ;  she  was  a  nuisance  in  the  market,  though 
'^  she  was  worse  sometimes  than  others ;  for  if  he 
^  did  not  offer  to  push  her  away,  and  talked  to 
<^ amuse  her,  she  would  be  quiet:  he  used  to  pre- 
^'  tend  to  be  asleep,  aud  she  used  to  come  up  and 
^^  offer  to  kiss  him,  and  he  having  flour  in  his 
"  mouth  for  the  purpose,  would  spout  it  over  her : 
he  considered  her  as  a  silly  or  foolish  person,  of 
a  very  weak  understanding,  which  approached 
'^  nearly  to  idiotcy :  she  was  not  sensible  of  the 
**  impropriety  of  her  conduct,  though  sometimes  a 
"  little  steadier  than  at  others,  and  would  take  an 
<^  answer  and  go  away  when  she  was  told :  he  be- 
'^  lieves  she  was  incapable  of  consenting  to  mar- 
'^  riage,  and  would  have  married  him  fifty  times 
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Jane  Bristow  ^^knew  the  deceased  eleven  years 

**  ago,  when  she  lived  with  Mrs.  Fry,  in  apartments 

in  St.  John's  Hospital ;  the  deceased  was  then  in 

poor  circumstances,  lived   with  Mrs.  Fry,  her 

'^aunt,   on  an  allowance  from  her  brother:  on 

"death  of  Mrs.  Fry,  the  deponent  succeeded  tp 

"her  apartment;  the  deceased,  to  whom  she  was 

in  the  habit  of  giving  a  penny  to  buy  snuff,  used 

to  come  daily  to  her,  as  well  as  to  others  in  the 

hospital,  till  the  day  preceding  her  marriage.' 
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Mh^S^i^      She  then  proceeds  to  give  the  same  account  of  her 
j^m.       conduiDt  and  nnderstanding  that  the  other  witnesses 
^**v~^    have  given,    there  are  two  other  women  of  the 
I;.         name  of  light,  who  lived  in  apartments  in  this 
Rmahs.      almshouse,  and  knew  the  deceased  seventeen  or 
eighteen  years,  who  give  exactly  the  same  acconnt. 
One  of  them  says  also,  '^  that  she  would  come  into 
'^  their  apartments  when  they  were  drinking  tea, 
^^take  up  their  cups^i  and  drink  their  tea;    she 
'^  would  take  things  without  being  asked ;  she  veas 
'^  guilty  of  indecencies,  but  not  aware  of  their  im- 
propriety;   was  sometimes  turned  out  of  the 
apartment,  but  would  return  again  in  a  short 
*'  time ;  and  that  she  often  talked  of  going  to  be 
*^  married,  but  could  not  say  to  whom/' 
Anne  Bnstow  deposes,  ^^  that  about  Lady-day, 
1808,  in  consequence  of  an  agreement  between 
her  husband,  brother,  and  Mr.  Phydc,  the  de- 
ceased came  to  board  with  them,  and  continued 
six  months;  she  used  to  go  out  early  in  the 
morning,  but  return  to  meals,  and  to  go  to  bed. 
The  deponent,  being  desirous  of  getting  rid  of  her^ 
^^  agreed  with  another  woman  to  take  her,  but  she 
^^  still  continued  to  intrude  herself  into  the  house ; 
*^  she  found  the  deceased  to,  be  a  silly  foolish  per- 
''  son,  approaching  nearly  to  idiotcy ;  that  she  never 
^^  could  have  thought  she  would  have  been  half  so 
'^  bad,  till  she  came  to  live  with  her ;  latterly,  she 
^^  was  worse,  and  her  faculties  rapidly  decreasing, 
^^  she  was  incapable  of  taking  care  of  herself.    She 
^' never  attempted  to  cleian  herself;  she  never  an-* 
"  swered  any  question  put  to  her,  but  in  a  silly  Ir- 
^'  rational  manner  repeated  the  question  that  had 
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be^i  put  to  her ;  she  never  sat  still  a  moment ;  .  i^i^« 
in  the  streets  the  children  would  hoot  her^  and  j^rm. 
"  pelt  her  with  dirt,  and  pull  her  clothes  off  her 
back ;  that  she  would  pull  up  her  petticoats,  and 
expose  her  person  in  the  most  indecent  manner ;  R^akb. 
^  if  talked  to  about  it,  she  would  laugh  and  repeat 
"the  words.  She  would  talk  about  her  rooms 
"  and  hide  candles  and  other  things :  on  account 
^^  of  her  childish  and  extravagant  conduct,  she  re- . 
'^  fused  to  continue  the  care  of  the  deceased,  who 
<<  was  always  treated,  while  under  her  care,  as  a 
"  person  whose  understanding  was  wholly  deranged, 
'^  or  unsound  and  imbecile,  that  she  had  not  suffi- 
"  cient  to  take  care  of  herself  and  her  affairs.  That 
'^*  on  her  coming  for  snuff,  the  day  before  her  mar- 
*^riage,  she  said,  ^Mrs.  VHiite,  I  hear  you  are 
^  going  to  be  married ; '  the  deceased  replied, 
^  Going  to  be  married,  married.'  She  believes  she 
was  at  that  time  quite  incapable  of  understand- 
"  ing  the  nature  of  marriage,  and  devoid  of  under- 
"  standing." 

Mr.  BristaWj  the  husband  of  the  last  witness, 
fully  confirms  the  account. 

At  the  time  of  the  marriage,  the  deceased  lived 
under  the  care  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Eyles ;  they  and ' 
their  maid-servant,  Sarah  Edwards,  have  been  ex- 
amined, and  they  continued  the  same  account  of 
the  condition  of  the  deceased,  down  to  the  very 
day  of  her  marriage. 

Eliz.  Eyles  SAjBy — -^Browning  worked  for  her 
^'  husband,  and  boarded  with  them ;  and  in  conse- 
^'  quence  of  his  wishing  to  have  a  creditable  place 
^^  for  the  deceased,  and  saying  he  would  allow  1 007. 
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^'  a  year  for  taking  care  of  her^  the  deponent  was 
^^  induced  to  undertake  the  same ;  but  she  had  not 
'^  been  a  week  in  the  house  before  the  deponent 
^^  signified  that  in  consequence  of  her  conduct  she 
^^  could  not  stay  there :  she  continued  there  eleven 
weeks^  during  wldch  time  the  deponent  saw^  and 
was  constantly  with  her ;  she  used  to  wash  her 
and  put  her  to  bed^  for  the  servant  could  not 
^^  manage  her  at  all/*  She  then  gives  the  same 
account  of  her  conduct  as  the  other  witnesses,,  and 
says,  '^  that  she  could  have  been  made  to  marry  a 
*^  boy,  or  any  one,  or  to  believe  if  a  post  was 
^'  dressed  in  man's  clothes,  that  she  was  married, 
and  she  used  to  have  a  great  notion  of  being  mar- 
ried. About  eight  o'clock  on  the  evening  beforid 
^^she  was  married,  she  came  home  very  much  in- 
^^  toxicated ;  and  the  deponent  did  herself,  on  ac- 
^^  count  of  her  ill-using  the  servant,  put  her  to  bed, 
"  and  never  afterwards  saw  her : — she  heard  her 
early  the  next  morning  about  her  room,  and  in 
the  course  of  the  day,  missing  her,  enquired  at 
^^  Emery's,  and  heard  she  was  married."  This  ac- 
count is  confirmed  by  the  husband  and  servant. 

In  the  facts  which  these  witnesses  relate,  and 
the  conclusions  which  they  draw  from  these  facts, 
they  are  perfectly  concurrent ;  and  if  they  have 
not  ^ven  a  false  account  of  the  conduct  of  the 
deceased,  and  totally  deceived  themselves,  it  is  im- 
possible not  to  agree  with  them  in  their  inferences. 
A  more  complete  picture  of  a  poor  crazy  old  wo- 
man cannot  well  be  drawn  than  is  here  exposed  ; — 
totally  incapable  of  doing  any  one  rational  act,  and 
never  having  through  life,  but  particularly  in  the 
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latter  part  of  it,  held  a  rational  conversation,  or  1812. 
done  any  one  act  m  the  management  of  herself  or  Term. 
her  property.  Any  attempt  to  explain  this  evidence 
by  the  deceased's  voraciousness  or  love  of  drinking, 
must  totally  fail ; — in  the  first  place,  this  sort  of  vo-  Rban£. 
racionsness  is  rather  ^  sign  of  the  defect  of  the 
mind^  and  frequently  accompanies  it : — occasional 
intoxication  will  as  little  explain  it, — as  the  witnesses 
are  persons  who  did  not  see  her  occasionally,  but 
who  were  with  her  at  all  times  and  all  seasons,  and 
state  her  to  have  been  always  foolish  and  deranged. 
Crazy  persons,  not  having  lost  the  use  of  speech, 
and  possessing  the  external  senses,  can  walk  about 
and  go  of  errands,  and  express  their  wishes  and 
wants^  and  have  some  general  impressions ;  but 
tins  poor  creature^s  capacity,  especially  in  the  lat« 
ter  period  of  her  life,  seems  to  have  been  further 
removed  from  reason  than  many  animals  of  the 
brute  creation.  , 

It  is  necessary,  however,  to  look  into  the  evidence 
on  the  other  side : — on  the  first  allegation,  merely 
pleading  the  fact  of  the  marriage,  the  Court  could 
not  expect  much  that  was  satisfactory ; — ^if  the  mar- 
riage was  brought  about  by  a  fraudulent  confe^ 
deracy,  there  would  be  two  descriptions  of  persons 
present  at  it ; — the  parties  confederating ;  and  those 
whose  presence  was  necessary,  and  who  might  be 
dec;eived  and  imposed  upon.  Six  witnesses  have 
been  examined  as  to  the  marriage ;  five  of  whom 
were  actually  present  at  it.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Emery 
are  two  of  them,  who  kept  a  retail  shop  at  Bath, 
where  the  deceased  used  to  buy  snuff ; — they  are 
the  friends  of  the  asserted  husband  ; — ^the  whole 
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,^.  ^?^^'      matter  of  the  marriage  was  contrived  at  their  house ; 

Mtchaelnuu 

Term.  — ^there  the  courtship,  whatever  it  was,  was  carried 
on ; — from  thence  they  went  to  the  church,  and 
thither  they  returned  after  the  ceremony.  It  is  ad- 
Rbakb.  mitted  that  none  of  the  friends  or  connections  of 
the  deceased  were  in  any  degree  privy  to  the  trans- 
action :— clandestinity  is  the  usual  concomitant  of 
fraud.  Emery  admits  her  great  infirmities^  her 
habit  of  drinking^  and  her  indecent  behaviour, — 
but  he  attributes  all  her  irregularities  to  her  habit 
of  drinking ; — ^he  admits,  that  on  the  evening  of 
the  marriage  he  went  with  the  parties  to  the  Cross 
Hands,  where  the  old  woman  was  extremely  in- 
toxicated, and  that  on  the  bridal-night  they  all 
three  slept  in  a  double-bedded  room.  Here  then  is 
a  young  man,  in  the  middle  of  life,  marrying  an 
old  woman  of  seventy,  an  habitual  drunkard,  and 
labouring  under  great  infirmities,  but  possessed  of 
a  considerable  property,  which  is  to  be  acquired  by 
this  marriage,  without  the  knowledge  of  any  of 
her  friends,  or  any  settlement  or  security  whatever. 
Upon  uncontroverted  facts  the  case  has  an  unfa- 
vourable aspect,  and  has  much  the  appearance  of 
fraud  and  confederacy.  Motives  will  not  invalidate 
the  act,  however  improper  it  may  be,  if  the  party 
was  capable  of  acting  for  herself;  but  they  ex- 
cite the  suspicion  of  the  Court,  and  it  will  require 
evidence  of  capacity  from  other  witnesses  not  con- 
cerned in  the  transaction ;  nor  will  it  think  the  tes* 
timony  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Emery  deserving  of  much 
credit  when  it  is  opposed  to  a  cloud  of  witnesses 
who  give  a  description  of  the  state  and  condition  of 
the  deceased^  irreconcileafole  with  their  account. 
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^Martha  Solway  never  saw  the  deceased  but 
*•  once  before  the  marriage,  did  not  know  her 
^  name,  and  has  never  seen  her  since ;  she  was 
"  asked  to  attend  the  marriage  by  Mrs.  Emery ; " 
— whether  she  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  confederate, 
or  as  a  person  imposed  upon,  her  evidence  is  of  no 
weight,  for  she  says  that  the  deceased  and  the  other 
persons  held  no  conversation ;  and  the  single  ob- 
servation she  recollects,  is,  that  when  the  witness 
©flFered  the  deceased  her  arm,  she  said,  "  No,  she 
would  take  her  husband's.'*  This  goes  affirma- 
tively a  very  short  way ;  but  negatively,  it  is  strong, 
that  during  the  time  she  was  in  the  deceased's  com- 
pany she  can  set  forth  no  other  expression  that  she 
used,  and  can  assert  that  she  entered  into  no  con- 
versation. The  remaining  three  witnesses  are  the 
dergyman,  the  clerk,  and  the  sexton;  and  the 
main  fact  relied  upon  is,  that  she  went  through  the 
ceremony ; — ^that  alone  cannot  be  held  sufficient ;  if 
it  were,  no  marriage  could  be  invalidated,  unless 
all  the  parties  were  confederates  in  the  fraud ;  there 
is  no  reason  to  charge  the  officiating  persons  as 
confederates,  but  as  persons  deceived.  He  must 
be  a  careless  observer  of  human  life  who  does  not 
know  that  foolish  crazy  persons,  of  this  description, 
have  yet  some  degree  of  cunning  and  docility ; — 
this  poor  creature,  whose  notion  was  to  be  married, 
and  whose  common  question  was,  "  Will  you  marry 
me  ?*'  by  a  very  little  tuition,  might  be  trained  and 
instmcted  to  go  through  the  formality  of  the  cere- 
mony, though  wholly  incapable  of  understanding 
the  marriage  contract,  without  persons,  previously 
anacquainted  with  her,  discovering  her  incapacity ; 
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1812.      the  solemnity  of  the  place^  and  the  occasion^  of 

Michaelmas       i  •  i      i  •   i  ^   i  i    • 

Term.  which  she  might  have  some  general  impression, 
would  render  her  more  tractable  and  orderly.  Her 
appearance  however  did  not  wholly  escape  the  no- 

Eeane.     tice  of  the  clergyman,  though  he  was  lalled  by  the 
answer  given  to  his  enquiries. 

Dr.  Phillot  says,  in  answer  to  the  fourth  inter- 
rogation, "  That  previous  to  the  ceremony,  he  ob- 
^^  served  to  the  sexton  that  she  was  rather  weak  ; 
"  and  his  answer  was/  that  he  believed  her  a  well- 
^'  disposed  woman,  and  that  she  attended  prayers 
"  at  church  every  day,  always  behaving  herself 
^^with  decency."  The  mere  circumstance,  how- 
ever, of  attending  church  constantly,  and  behaving 
with  decency,  is  no  proof  of  capacity,  for  it  has 
come  under  my  own  observation  that  a  person 
more  nearly  approaching  to  absolute  idiotcy  than 
any  which  has  ever  happened  to  occur  to  my  no- 
tice, always  attended  church,  and  behaved  decently; 
— ^the  sexton  does  not  pretend  ever  to  have  had 
any  conversation  with  her.  It  appears  also  that 
the  deceased  had  some  degree  of  deafness,  and 
thickness  of  speech ;  and  that  at  the  beginning  of 
the  ceremony,  where  she  was  to  repeat  after  the 
clergyman,  he  was  apprized  of  this  defect,  in  order 
that  he  might  speak  louder.  These  defects  would 
further  lull  his  observation,  and  induce  him'to  at- 
tribute her  appearance  to  them  rather  than  to 
want  of  capacity. — Dr.  Phillot  proceeds,  "That 
"  after  the  marriage  he  asked  the  clerk  who  she 
"  was ;  who  told  him  she  formerly  had  an  illegiti- 
"  mate  child  by  Blisset ; — that  he  understood  she 
"  had  an  annuity,  and  he  supposed  the  man  must 
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"have  married  her  for  that; — he  asked  the  de-      .1812. 
"  ceased^  if  she  could  write,  to  sign  the  register ;       Term. 


u 


Browning 

V, 


"  she  said  she  could ; — ^but,  upon  seeing  the  name 
unintelligibly  written,  he  added,  ^the  mark  of 
Maty  White: ''  ^"^^f^- 

Shrine  J  the  sexton,  says,  "  that  he  never  spoke 
^  to  her  till  the  time  of  her  marriage,  on  which 
^  occasion  she  said  to  the  respondent,  ^  This  is 
^'fliy  husband  J  pointing  to  the .  prosecutor,  and 
**  smiling.'* 

This  is  the  whole  of  the  evidence,  applying  to . 
the  condition  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage ;  and  the  circumstances  are  so  equivocal 
and  unsatisfactory  that  the  Court  would  have  no 
great  difficulty  in  its  conclusion,  if  it  stood  on  these 
alone.     But  whatever  might  have  been  that  diffi- 
culty^ it  would  be  removed  by  the  subsequent  part 
of  the  case.    Reane  has  had  a  full  opportunity  of 
producing  other  evidence,  and  going  into  proof 
which  should  repel  that  of  the  next  of  kin,  and 
shew  that  they  had  given  a  false  representation,  or 
come  to  a  false  conclusion.    And  what  makes  the 
absence  of  such  proof  more  forcible,  is  that  there 
could  be  no  difficulty  in  producing  it,  if  the  de- 
ceased had  been  a  capable  person.    The  deceased 
did  not  live  in  a  state  of  seclusion ; — of  all  persons 
she  seems  to  have  been  most  the  object  of  observa- 
tion ;  the  vhole  of  her  life  was  passed  in  Bath ; — 
she  was  never  at  home  but  at  meals ;  the  rest  was 
passed  in  the  abbey  church, — in  the  market-place, — 
in  the  public  streets  of  that  great  city ; — in  these 
she  was  every  day,  and  the  whole  day.    If  she  had 
been  capable  of  taking  care  of  herself,  or  of  the 
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most  ordinary  conversation^  fifty  or  five  hundred 
witnesses  might  have  been  produced  to  repel  the 
evidence  produced  by  Browning.  Reane  did  give 
in  a  long  allegation  contradictory  of  the  case  set 
up  by  the  adverse  party; — ^upon  that  allegation 
he  has  examined  six  witnesses ; — of  these  six,  two 
only  had  ever  seen  the  deceased  before  the  mar- 
riage ;  one  of  them  is  Mr.  Blissett,  who  has  been 
already  noticed,  who  has  seen  her  only  twice  within 
the  last  30  years.  The  other  is  a  day4abourer*s 
wife,  brought  from  Upton,  in  Gloucestershire,  who 
says,  ^^  that  she  has  known  the  deceased  for  30  years, 
"  and  to  the  time  of  her  death :  after  her  brother's 
"death  the  deceased  was  generally  employed  in 
"  going  about  on  errands  at  Bath,  where  she  often 
*^  met  her : — that  she  talked  as  other  people  would 
*'  do,  and  did  not  repeat  questions."  This  witness, 
it  is  to  be  observed,  lived  1 5  miles  from  Bath. 

The  absence  of  evidence,  under  the  circum- 
stances; is  the  strongest  possible  confirmation  of 
the  evidence  given  by  the  next  of  kin. — Another 
species  of  evidence,  always  the  most  forcible,  is 
the  conduct  of  the  deceased  herself ; — ^if,  through- 
out life,  she  had  managed  herself  and  her  afiairs,  it 
would  have  aflfbrded  proof  of  her  capacity :  though 
not  in  actual  confinement,  she  appears  to  have  been 
in  a  state  of  pupillage,  never  a  person  sui  juris — 
not  proved  to  have  done  any  one  act  .of  business, 
or  to  have  entered  into  a  contract  of  any  sort. — 
She  was  put  out  an  apprentice^  but  fails  to  learn 
her  business  so  as  to  get  her  own  livelihood.  Her 
brother  supports  her  with  common  necessaries,  not 
by  allowing,  or  paying  her  money,  but  by  paying 
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other  persons  to  take  care  of  her, — After  his  deaths      .^^12. 

though  she  became  entitled  to  considerable  pro-       Term. 

perty,  yet  she  never  had  the  use  or  possession'  of 

it ;  it  is  her  nephew,  or  his  agent,  Mr.  Physic, 

who  agrees  with  people  to  take  care  of  her.     She      R«an»* 

is  washed,  and  cleaned,  and  put  to  bed  by  others. 

Having  taken  this  view  of  the  case  up  to  the 
time  of  the  marriage,  it  seems  unnecessary  to  pur- 
sue it  further  with  any  degree  of  detail ;  but  the 
sequel  is  exactly  of  the  same  character :  the  same 
strength  of  evidence  on  one  side,  coupled  with 
conduct,  and  encountered  by  nothing  of  any  force 
or  effect  on  the  other. 

Upon  the  evening  of  the  marriage  Reane  and 
his  friend  Enibry  take  the  old  woman  in  a  return 
chaise,  to  an  inn  about  twelve  miles  from  Bath, 
called  the  Cross  Hands :  it  is  not  worth  while  to 
examine  whether  she  was,  or  was  not  intoxicated 
when  she  arrived  there,  but  she  is  not  treated  as  a 
person  having  understanding ; — she  joins  in  no  con* 
versation ; — she  is  carried  up  to  bed,  and  undressed 
by  the  chambermaid ; — she  will  have  her  bonnet  laid 
on  the  pillow.  Reane  and  Emery,  it  is  admitted, 
slept  in  the  same  room  with  her ;  though  Emery 
denied  that  they  slept  in  the  same  bed : — the  next 
morning  very  early  they  carry  her  off  in  a  chaise 
towards  Gloucester ;  Reane  having  been  waiter  at 
an  inn  there,  and  not  choosing  to  exhibit  her,  they 
leave  her  at  a  little  public-house,  a  few  miles  from 
that  town.  On  the  following  day  they  return  to  the 
Cross  Hands,  and  again  sleep  there  in  the  same 
two-bedded  room.  On  the  next  morning  Reane 
applies  to  the  landlord  to  get  some  person  to  take 
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,,.^?^^w"       charge  of  the  deceased  for  a  few  days  till  he  could 
Term.      provide  a  proper  place  for  her.    The  landlord  hav- 
ing known  Mr.  White,  the  brother,  who  used  to 
mention  to  him  his  foolish  sister,  out  of  respect 
RxANx*     iQ  i^jj^  og^ers  to  take  charge  of  her  for  a  few  days ; 

— ^Reane  accordingly  goes  away,  leaving  her  in  his 
hands.  While  there,  she  conducts  herself  in  every 
respect  as  a  silly  childish  person,  and  is  treated  as 
such,  and  they  are  obliged  constantly  to  watch  her ; 
— she  would  go  into  all  the  rooms  of  the  house,  and 
take  whatever  belonged  to  the  guests.  She  went 
up  to  all  the  carriages  that  stopped ;— she  accosted 
the  coachmen  and  drivers,  and  strangers,  dasped 
them  round  the  neck,  and  called  them  her  husband : 
'she  asked  him  for  ^^  money,  money,''  and  the  land- 
lord gave  her  a  post-hor^e  ticket;  she  put  it  up 
aafely,  and  supposed  it  to  be  a  bank-note.  In 
short,  she  became  such  a  nuisance,  that  on  Thurs* 
day  the  landlord  wrote  to  Emery  to  desire  Reane  to 
come  and  fetch  her  away ;  and  on  Saturday,  Reane, 
with  another  man,  (who  turns  out  to  be  a  sheriffs 
officer)  fetched  the  deceased  away,  and  carried  her 
to  Bristol* 

These  circumstances  are  very  fully  proved  by 
several  witnesses ;  at  the  inn  at  Bristol,  which  was 
kept  by  a  friend  of  Reane's,  the  deceased  remained 
several  months; — there  a  young  woman,  named 
Sarah  Silon,  was  hired  to  look  after  her,  as  a 
childish  person,  and  she  is  treated  as  such  both  by 
Reane  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Griffiths.  Silon  gives  an 
account  of  the  deceased's  conduct  exactly  corre- 
sponding with  that  of  the  Bath  .witnes&e$»4-r-She  is 
confirmed  by  her  mother,  to  who^e  house^  at  the 
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end  of  six  months,  the  deceased  was  removed,  and '  ,^.^s^?- 

there  she  died.    They  are  corroborated  by  Arnold,      Term. 

a  whitesmith,  living  in  the  neighbourhood,  to  whom 

she  appeared  a  silly  person,  always  attended  by 

Sarah  Silon  as  a  guard,    Griffiths  and  Peachey  are     Rbanb. 

produced  to  represent  the  deceased  at  this  time  as, 

in  dieir  opinion,  capable : — ^they  are  the  agents  and 

partisans  of  Reane,  and  their  depositions  make  no 

great  impression  on  my  mind.    Mr.  Scott,  a  sur- 

geon^  who  attended  the  deceased  three  times,  about 

five  months  after  her  marriage,  for  a  contusiou 

in  the  temple,  and  an  inflammation  in  the  eye, 

deposes — ^^^That  he    observed   no   symptoms   of 

'^  insanity,  or  idiotism :   that  the  deceased  being 

^  rather  deaf,  he  spoke  loud,  and  she  seemed  at- 

'^  tentive  and  answered  in  a  rational  manner ;  but, 

^^  having  a  fullness  of  mouth,  disenabled  her  to  arti- 

^  culate  her  words  perfectly ;  that  she  was  attended 

*'  by  a  female  servant ;  that  Reane  appeared  atten- 

*^  tive  to  her,  and  she  was  very  partial  to  him." 

He  does  not  state  what  his  conversation  with  her 
was,  so  as  to  enable  the  C!ourt  to  judge  whether 
he  had  any  grounds  to  form  his  opinion :  it  is  mere 
negative  evidence,  that  he  did  not  discover  her  in- 
capacity. Attending  her  for  an  external  hurt,  it 
was  not  necessary  that  he  should  ask  questions 
about  her  mental  infirmity; — ^the  deceased  also, 
being  rather  deaf,  and  having  a  thickness  of  speech, 
and  the  husband  and  attendant  being  both  present, 
it  is  not  at  all  probable  that  such  conversation 
should  have  taken  place  between  the  surgeon  and 
the  deceased  as  should  have  enabled  him  to  judge 
of  the  statb  of  her  piind. 
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1812.  With  respect  to  the  whole  of  the  transaction* 

Term.  there  is  the  same  deficiency  of  evidence  aa  before. 
No  person  can  set  forth  the  particulars  of  one  ra- 
tional conversation ; — ^no  person  appears,  v^ho  has 
RvANB.  had  any  social  intercourse  with  her ;  who  has  ever 
visited  her,  or  has  been  visited  by  her ; — ^no  one  act 
of  business  is  spoken  to ; — ^no  buying,  or  selling, 
or  hiring,  or  ordering; — ^no  appearance  of  self- 
dominion, — of  the  care  and  management  of  herself. 
But  as  the  brother,  and  afterwards  the  nephew, 
had  taken  care  of  her  before  marriage,  now  Reane 
takes  care  of  her,  providing  the  common  necessa- 
ries of  life  for  her  subsistence. 

In  addition  to  all  this  a  writ  de  lunatico  mqui- 
rendo  was  taken  out  and  executed  six  months  after 
her  marriage ; — the  verdict  was  found  by  a  most 
respectable  jury,  consisting  of  twenty-one  persons ; 
— the  deceased  was  produced  in  person, — Reane's 
counsel  and  solicitor  attended ;  and,  after  examining 
her  in  person,  they  found  her  incapable  from  two 
years  antecedent.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to 
impeach  this  verdict  in  Chancery ;  nor  have  the 
counsel,  or  the  solicitor,  been  examined  in  this 
cause. — If  this  inquisition  had  been  taken  before 
the  marriage,  it  would  by  the  statute  (aj  have  been 
conclusive  against  it — ^though  not  conclusive  cer- 
tainly against  a  will.  But,  taken  after  the  mar- 
riage, and  under  the  circumstances  stated,  the  de- 
ceased having  been  produced  in  person  before  the 
jury,  it  is  a  strong  confirmation,  if  confirmation 
were  wanting,  of  the  other  evidence. 

fa)  15  Geo.  II.  c.  30. 


Browniko 

V, 
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Without  the  verdict,  however,  and  looking  only  ,}^^^* 
to  the  evidence  adduced  in  this  cause ;  in  the  view  Term. 
I  have  taken  of  it,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pro- 
nouncing against  the  interest  of  the  asserted  hus- 
band ;  and,  under  the  impression  I  have  received;  Rbak*. 
it  would  be  quite  inconsistent  with  the  conclusion 
to  which  I  have  come  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  not 
to  make  it  a  part  of  the  decree  to  condemn  Mr. 
Reane  in  costs ;  and  accordingly  I  condemn  him  in 
costs. 
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Turner,  falsely  called  Fblton,  v.  Felton. 


(By  Letters  of  Request  frtnn  the  Official  and 
Commissary  of  the  Peculiar  •  of  Homchurchy 
and  Liberty  of  Havering  de  la  Bower.)   (a) 


1812. 
Michaelmas 

Dec.  1. 


m^iJ^by  Charles  felton  was  married  to  Mary 
nSnority  o?^  Tumcr,  by  a  licence  obtained  on  his  oath,  in  which 
«tobiShS***'at  ^^t^  ^^  parties  were  described  as  being  upwards 
tte^-uit  of  the  ^f  twenty^ne  years  old. 

On  the  18th  of  November,  1811,  the  wife  in- 
stituted proceedings  to  annul  this  marriage,  on  the 
ground  that  the  husband  was  a  minor  at  the  time 
of  the  solemnization  of  it.  A  citation  was  taken 
out  against  Mr.  Felton,  and  regularly  served  upon 
him ;  but  no  appearance  being  given  for  him  on 
the  first  session  of  Hilary  Term,  1812,  the  Judge 
signed  a  schedule  of  excommunication  against  him, 
but  directed  it  not  to  go  under  seal  for  fourteen 


(a)  The  Peculiar  of  Hornchurch  and  the  liberty  of  Havering 
de  la  Bower,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  belongs  to  the  Warden 
and  Fellows  of  New  College  in  the  University  of  Oxford,  who 
exercise  their  jurisdiction  by  a  Commissary. 
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days.  Mr.  Felton  could  no  where  be  found ;  but  l®^^. 
notice  .was  sent  to  his  sohcitor  that  the  excommuni-  Term. 
cation  would  be  published,  unless  he  gave  an  ap- 
pearance.— At  length  Thomas  Saunders  appeared, 
and  stated  himself  willing  to  undertake  the  guar- 
dianship of  the  minor  cited,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
fending this  suit,  and  the  Judge,  at  his  petition, 
assigned  him  guardian  for  that  purpose, 

A  libel  was  given  in  by  the  wife,  and  several 
witnesses  were  examined  upon  it,  who  proved  that 
Charles  Felton  was  bom  on  the  2 1st  of  November, 
1793,  that  his  father  died  intestate,  that  his  mother 
had  married  Mr.  Harpur  previous  to  his  marriage, 
and  that  no  guardian  had  been  appointed  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  It  appeared  also  by  the  evi- 
dence of  his  mother,  that  he  was  an  illegitimate 
child,  for  she  stated  that  she  had  never  been  mar- 
ried to  Mr.  Felton,  his  father. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  .  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  suit  for  nullity  of  marriage,  brought 
by  the  woman ; — ^the  man  is  still  a  minor.  The 
Court  excommunicated  him  to  compel  a  lawful  ap- 
pearance ; — ^a  person,  however,  appearing  ready  to 
take  the  guardianship,  the  Court  ex  officio,  ap- 
pointed him,  with  the  consent  of  the  proctor,  who 
had  been  appointed  by  the  minor. 

Under  such  circumstances,  the  Court  would  na- 
turally look  carefully  into  the  case,  considering  it 
in  some  degree  as  an  ea;  parte  proceeding.  But 
the  woman  is  not  to  be  defeated  of  justice ; — the 
licence  was  not  taken  out  by  her,  it  was  procured 
by  the  man : — ^not  by  her  perjury.      The  fact  of 
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MkhiLii  ^^  "^^'^^g®  ^«  P^^®^  ^y  *  P^^^  present,  and  by 
j^yiM.       the  register  to  have  been  solemnized  on  the  17th  of 

March,  1811.  The  birth  of  the  husband  is  stated 
to  have  taken  place  in  November,  1 793,— his  bap- 
tism in  April,  1 794 ;  therefore,  at  the  time  of  mar- 
riage, he  was  not  much  above  seventeen.  His  mo- 
ther speaks  to  his  birth ;  and  she  is  the  b^  witness 
to  that  fact,  if  she  is  credible :  but  the  Court  was 
alarmed  at  first  at  finding  no  other  witness  to  the 
age ;  I  see  nothing,  however,  to  make  me  suspect 
collusion.  The  mother  is  confirmed  by  the  register, 
which  has  been  collated  by  the  witness  who  speaks 
to  the  idendty.  The  register  mentions  not  only 
the  baptism,  but  the  birth. 

Therefore,  on  the  evidence  of  the  mother,  con- 
firmed by  the  register,  I  think  the  fact  is  proved. 

The  questions  remaining  are,  if  he  was  a  bache- 
lor, and  there  was  want  of  consent.  He  describes 
himself  as  a  bachelor  in  the  entry  of  his  marriage, 
and  his  mother  speaks  to  the  same  fact.  The  mother 
deposes  that  the  father  died  intestate  ;  she  does  not 
mention  his  name,— ^states  that  the  child  was  illegi- 
timate, and  that  at  his  marriage  she  was  married ; 
—If  he  was  illegitimate,  there  could  be  no  testa- 
mentary guardian :  a  search  has  been  made  in  the 
Coart  of  Chancery,  and  no  guardian  was  appointed 
there,  llie  mother  could  not  give  consent ;  and, 
evenif  she  had  been  competent  to  thiis,  she  did  not 
know  of  the  marriage. 

On  the  whole,  observing  all  the  caution  which 
the  circumstances  call  for,  I  think  the  necessary 
facts  are  proved ;  and  I  pronounce  for  the  nuUity. 
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Otway  V.  Otway. 


1812. 
Michaebnas 


fBjf  letters  of  request  from  the  Consistory  Court      Term. 

of  Peterborouffh.J 


Sarah  cave,  the  daughter  and  heiress  of  Sir  a  separation 

^  a  meruA  et  to- 

Thomas  Cave,  Bart.,  of  Stanford  Hall,  m  the  county  ro  decreed. 

^  on  account 

of  Northampton,  was  married  on  the  25th  of  Feb.  of  the  cmeity 
1790,  to  Henry  Otway,  Esq.    The  parties  coha-  of  the\S^ 
bited  together  till  the  13th  July,  1811,  when  Mrs.   ^  '  ^ 
Otway  quitted  her  husband's  house ;  and  on  the 
18th  of  November,  1811,  she  took  out  a  citation 
ag^nst  him  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  on  account  of 
cruelty  and  adultery.     Her  charges  against  him 
were  set  forth  in  a  libel  of  twenty-five  articles ; — 
axteen  witnesses  were  examined  in   support  of 
them :  The  answers  of  Mr.  Otway  were  taken  to 
the  libel ;  and  interrogatories  were  put  on  his  part 
to  the  witnesses  produced  by  his  wife,  but  he  gave 
no  responsive  plea. 

Swabey  and  Jenner  for  Mrs.  Otway. 

Both  charges  in  the  libel  are  proved ;  and,  con- 
sequently, a  divorce  must  be  decreed  on  both 
grounds.  There  is  no  proof,  we  admit,  that  Mr. 
Otway  ever  struck  his  wife  i  but  a  separation  may 
take  place  for  cruelty  where  no  blow  has  been 
struck,  particularly  where  there  is,  as  here,  a  joint 
charge  of  adultery  and  cruelty. 
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Michaelmas       I0  Robinson  V.  Robinson,  (a)  ill*nature,  violent 

Term*         .        ,  •%    fii 

passions,  and  frequent  abuse  of  his  wife,  were 
proved  against  the  husband  from  the  time  of  his 
marriage : — he  had  frightened  her  so  as  to  occa- 
sion several  fits  of  illness ;  he  refused  her  medical 
assistance ;  in  short,  he  has  been  a  bad  husband, 
but  had  not  beat  his  wife : — ^that  charge  was  not 
brought  against  him :  several  instances  of  adultery 
were  proved,  and  the  CJourt  pronounced  for  a  di- 
vorce on  both  grounds. 

Arnold  and  Adams  contrd. 

We  admit  the  adultery  to  be  established,  but 
deny  that  there  is  any  proof  of  cruelty ; — oppro- 
brious language  is  not  cruelty;  and  this  is  the 
utmost  that  is  proved,  there  is  no  instance  of  me- 
nace or  violence. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl.  . 

This  is  a  suit  brought  by  Sarah  Otway  for  a 
divorce,  on  account  of  the  cruelty  and  adultery  of 
her  husband:  the  marriage  took  place  in  1790; 
the  parties  cohabited  together  chiefly  at  Stanford 
Hall,  till  July,  1811.  The  husband  was  a  country 
gentleman ;  the  wife,  the  daughter  of  Sir  Thomas 
Cave,  Bart.; — she  had  nine  children  by  him. — 
This  gentleman,  living  with  his  wife,  with  daugh- 
ters nearly  grown  up,  is  proved  to  have  made  his 
own  house  a  brothel. 

Mary  Lawrence,  a  young  girl  not  eighteen,  was 
debauched  by  him ;  the  fact  is  incontestibly  proved ; 
— so  that  on  this  fact  alone  the  wife  would  be  enti- 
tled to  a  divorce. 

(aj  Arches  Court,  1728;  before  Bettersworth. 


(a)  The  4tfa  article  pleaded,  "  That  shortly  afttf  the  marriage 
Uie  said  Henrj  Otway  began  to  treat  his  wife,  who  was  of  a  very 
delicate  constitutioxi,    with    indignity,    severity,  and  cruelty; 

VOL.  II.  H 
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Another  fact  amounts  nearly  to  a  rape ;  the  ac-  }^^^- 
oonnt  giy^i  by  the  woman  is  coDfirmed  by  another  Term. 
person  to  whom  it  had  been  admitted.  A  third  in- 
stance is  proved  by  Gaudern,  his  steward^  who  was 
em]4oyed  to  get  lo^^ings,  and  to  maintain  the  party. 

This  was  in  June,  1811,  just  before  the  separa- 
ticm. 

A  more  profligate  case  of  adultery  cauuot  be 
made  out^ — this  beti^  so  fuUy  proved^  it  is  not  ne^  ; 
oessary  to  scan  with  exactness  the  charge  of  cruelty 
— acts  of  personal  violence  are  not  proved — but  a 
smes  of  most  unwarrantable  behaviour  is*  The 
case  cited  shows  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
acts  of  personal  violence  to  substmitiate  a  chaise  of 
cruelty ; — ^it  is  the  itcknowledged  doctrine  that  dan- 
ger to  the  person  and  health  is  sufficient*  The 
wife  pleads  a  state  of  delicate  health,  this  one  of  her 
interrogatories  is  said  to  contradict: — s)ie  might 
have  been  strong  originally)  but  after  having;  hi|d 
m&e  dhildren,  and  bdme  such  treatment  for  so  many  • 
years,  it  was  natural  she  should  become  nervous. 

Many  of  the  servants  who  have  been  examined^ . 
prove  Mr.  Otway  to  have  been  in  the  habit  of  pat-* . 
ting  himself  into  passicms,  of  foUowiqg  her  from 
room  to  room^  abusing  her,  calling  her  by  the  . 
most  opprobrious  nameS)  accusing  her  of  adultery, 
and  incest.  I  do  not  consider  this  as  mere  abuse,, 
it  implies  menace. 

Part  of  the  evidence  on  the  fourth  article  is  o^- 
to. — I  do  not  consider  it  (a)  (as  it  has  been 
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1812. 
Michaelnuu 

TcTfll. 


contended  to  be)  a  mere  general  article  not  to  be 
examined  to,  or  as  merely  going  to  the  character 
of  the  party,  which  is  now  discontinued  in  practice ; 
but  it  pleads  the  habits  of  the  husband  in  abusing 
his  wife,  and  in  that  view  it  is  proper  to  be  exa- 
mined to : — it  might  have  been  met  by  the  hus- 
band by  pleading  that  such  was  not  his  habit. — 
Therefore,  I  consider  this  evidence  as  properly 
taken.  There  appears  to  have  been  no  provo- 
cation whatever  on  the  part  of  the  wife  ;  all  the 
witnesses  state  tKis  upon  the  interrogatories,  ex- 
cept Gaudern,  his  steward,  who  has  been  brought 
before  the  Court  by  a  compulsory,— Mrs.  Otway 
is 'proved  to  have  been  so  much  terrified  and 
alarmed  by  his  conduct  as  twice  to  have  quitted 
the .  house : — she  xame  back,  it  is  true  ;  but  this  is 
not  extraordinary,  for  she  had  seven  children  ; — 
but  her  health  has  been  materially  aflFected : — she 
had  fits  afterwards  from  his  violent  conduct,  and 
he  would  not  suflfer  her  to  have  medical  attendance 
till  he  was  told  she  was  in  danger.  The  apothe- 
cary says,  he  put  himself  in  such  passions  as  to 
alarm  him  lest  he  should  commit  violence  ; — ^then 
what  must  have  been  the  fear  of  a  nervous  woman  r 
— ^she  declared  her  fears  for  her  personal  safety ; 
and  on  one  occasion  on  recovering  from  a  fainting 
fit  she  exclaimed,  ^^  Do  not  let  him  come  near  me." 
So  Jackson  speaks  to  a  menace,  and  his  saying, 
"  I  will  murder  you ;" — the  next  morning  after  this 

abused,  and  called  her  opprobrious  names ;  swore  at  her,  spit  in 
her  face  and  threatened  to  beat  her,  to  puU  her  nose  from  o£F  her 
face,  and  to  shoot  her ;  and  ordered  her  to  quit  his  house,  and 
declared  he  wns  determined  she  should  go," . 
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she  quitted  the  house.  He  had  been  in  a  passion 
about  his  daughter's  going  out.  In  the  deposition 
of  the  witness  who  speaks  to  this  fact^  the  menace 
is  not  mentioned.  On  the  interrogatories  he  is 
asked  if  he  believes  Mrs.  Otway  quitted  the  house 
on  apprehension  of  ill-treatment ;  and^  on  his 
being  called  upon  to  speak  more  particularly^  he 
states  the  menace. 

It  is  objected  that  she  could  have  no  apprehen- 
sions, for  she  had  lived  with  him  20  years,  and  no 
damage  had  ensued; — but  I  have  yet  to  learn 
that  such  passions,  so  indulged  in,  do  not  increase. 
-  If  no  adultery  had  been  proved,  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  say  that  a  sufficient  ground  has  not  been 
shown  for  a  separation ; — ^but  the  adultery  in  this 
case  is  connected  with  the  cruelty :  the  Court  can- 
not separate*  the  one  from  the  other. 

I  pronounce  for  the  separation  as  prayed. 


1812. 

Michaelmas 

lertn. 


H  2 
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P'  1812. 
Michadmas 

Deo.  13. 


CmteritfOfu 
but,  a  maa 
accustomed 
to  business 
preferred  as 
an  adminia* 
trator. 


Williams  v.  Wilkins. 

Judgment- 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Twelve  persons  are  entitled  in  distribution^ — 
ciBteris  paribusy  a  man  of  business  is  more  proper. 
The  parties  applying  for  administration  are  Mrs. 
Williams^  who  lived  with  the  deceased^  and  ma- 
naged his  affairs ;  and  Mr.  Wilkins^  who  was  his 
partner  in  a  banking-house.  The  Court  would  not 
willingly  give  any  person  a  power  of  looking  into 
the  affairs  of  this  banking-house.  There  is  no  im- 
putation against  Mr.  Wilkins ; — ^it  is  not  likely  he 
or  his  partners  would  make  up  a  false  account ; — 
by  far  the  majority  of  the  next  of  kin  are  satisfied 
with  Mr.  Wilkins. 

It  has  been  relied  upon  in  argument^  that  in  a 
former  will  he  had  left  Mrs.  Williams  property ; — 
but  he  had  abandoned  that  will^  and  consequently 
that  intention: — the  circumstance,  therefore,  is 
immaterial.  The  point  now  is,  not  whom  the  de- 
ceased would  have  chosen  for  his  administrators, 
but  who  is  most  proper  for  the  office.  Eight  out 
of  twelve  of  the  next  of  kin  are  for  Mr.  Wilkins ; 
— three  are  silent ; — though  this  expression  of  their 
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opinion  is  not  binding  on  the  Court ;  still,  unless   ^  1812. 

^,  ,        ^,  .     .^     ^  .  .         Michaelmas 

the  person  on  whom  the  majonty  fixes,  is  an  un-       Term. 
proper  person,  it  outweighs  the  other  considera- 
tions^ which  have  heen  urged. 

Mr.  Wilkins  I  think  the  most  proper  persop  to    Wilkins. 
have  the  administration ;  and  I  decree  it  to  him. 


Williams 
v. 
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1813. 

^^  CONSISTORY  COURT  OF  LONDON. 


Jan.  26.         DoBBYN  V.  CoRNBCK^  falsely  calling  herself 

DOBBYN. 

tJ^.  ?'^^"  William  Augustus  dobbyn  and  Maria 

mg;  toe  inter- 

Knns^of"*      Comeck,  being  both  minors,  were  married   by 
christian  name  banns,  on  the  19th  of  November^   1810,  in  the 

by  which  the  ^  '  ' 

womanhadnot  church   of   Newton  St.  Loe,    in  the  county  of 

been  known, 

aa  a  ground      Somcrsct : — onc  child  was  bom  of  this  marriage. 

of  nuUity,  ^ 

admitted  to  On    the   34th    of    April,    1812,    Mr.   Dobbyn 

instituted  a  suit  of  nullity  of  marriage  against 
his  wife,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  married  under 
the  name  of  William  Augustus  Dobbyns,  and  she 
under  that  of  Maria  Philippa  Corneck,  whereas 
his  real  name  was  William  Augustus  Dobbyn, — 
and  hers  Maria  Corneck. 

The  7th  article  of  the  libel  pleaded,  '^  That  in  the 
months  of  October  and  November,  1810,  William 
Augustus  Dobbyn  resided  at  the  house  .of  his  mo- 
ther, situated  in  South  Parade,  in  the  parish  of  St. 
James's,  in  the  city  of  Bath,  and  that  during  his 
residence  there,  he  became  acquainted  with  Maria 
Conieck,  who  then  resided  with  her  mother  Hen- 
rietta Corneck,  who  lodged  in  Stanhope  Street,  in 
the  city  of  Bath  ;  and  it  being  well  known  to  Maria 
Corneck,  that  the  mother  of  the  said  William 


DOBBYN 
V. 
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Augustus  Dobbyn  was .  averse  to,  and  had  refused  1813. 
her  consent  to  a  marriage  between  her  and  her  Term. 
s^d  son,  and  also  that  William  Augustus  Dobbyn 
was  then  a  minor,  and  under  her  guardianship, 
yet  she  did  propose  and  prevail  upon  the  said  Oorneck. 
William  Augustus  Dobbyn  to  consent  to  be  mar- 
ried to  her  out  of  Bath,  and  by.  banns  ;  and,  still 
the  more  eflFectually  to  prevent  the  publication  of 
the  said  banns  from  being  known  to  his  mother,  did 
fraudulently  procure  the  publication  thereof  to  be 
made  as  between  William  Augustus  Dobbjrns  and 
Maria  Philippa  Corneck,  which  additional  name,  of 
Philippa  she  then  first  assumed  for  that  purpose, 
and  that  banns  of  marriage  were  accordingly 
published,  in  the  parish  church  of  Newton  St. 
Loe,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  between  William 
Augustus  Dobbyn  and  Maria  Cpmeck,  by  the  names 
of  William  Augustus  Dobbyns  and  Maria  Philippa 
Corneck,  instead  of  by  the  only  true  .names  of  the 
said  parties." 

Arnold  and  Phillimore  for  Mrs.  Dobbyn. 

The  libel  is  inadmissible,  as  it  does  not  lay  si^- 
ficient  ground  for  raising  a  question  as  to  the  va- 
lidity of  this  marriage.  Fraud  is  alleged  in  the 
publication  of  banns ;  but  if  there  was  fraud,  the 
husband  must  have  been  a  party  to  it. — Then  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  fraud ;  it  is  stated  that  they  were 
not  married  by  their  true  names — this  we  deny — 
Maria  and  Corneck  are  the  true  names  of  the  wo- 
man; — Philippa  is  mere  surplusage.;  —  no. fraud 
could  be  intended  or  assisted  by  the  introduction  of 
that  name  : — and  whether  the  husband  was  called 
Dobbyn  or  Dobbyns  must  be  immaterial :  it  could 
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1813. 

Hilary 

ff^  — 


DOBBTK 

V. 
CORNBCK. 


not  aflfect  the  publication  of  the  name  so  as  to  dis- 
guise the  person  from  the  auditors. 

The  parties  have  cohabited  since  1810^  there  is 
no  disparity  of  age,  or  condition  of  life ;  and  if  all 
the  facts  charged  in  the  libel  should  be  proved,  the 
Ciourt  must  sustain  the  validity  of  the  marriage. 

Swabey,  contra. 

The  law  requires  the  true  names  in  the  publicap- 
tion  of  banns ; — the  parties  in  the  present  case 
were  both  minors ; — ^the  intention  of  the  marriage 
act  was  not  only  to  protect  the  natural  rights  of 
parents,  but  to  guard  the  infants  themselves  from 
improx)er  connections  : — ^this  is  an  undue  publica- 
tion :— an  undue  publication  will  vitiate  a  marriage. 
On  this  ground  the  libel  is  entitled  to  be  admitted 
to  proof. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

This  is  a  proceeding  instituted  by  William 
Augustus  Dobbyn  to  set  aside  his  marriage,  under 
the  circumstances  pleaded  in  the  libel ; — it  is  stated 
that  he  was  a  minor,  that  there  was  a  misnomer  in 
the  bailns, — and  that  he  was  not  married  in  the 
parish  where  he  resided ; — this  last  circumstance 
however  is  excluded  from  the  consideration  of  the 
Court  under  the  strong  terms  of  the  statute,  which 
enacts  that  no  evidence  shall  be  received  as  to  this 
fact,  after  a  marriage  has  taken  place. 

The  facts  principally  relied  upon  are  the  varia^ 
tions  in  the  names  of  the  parties — one  I  think  can- 
not be  admitted  to  be  sufficient  to  affect  the  validity 
of  the  marri^e ;  the  use  of  Dobbyns  for  Dobbyn  : 
— it  is  impossible,  but  that  any  one  of  the  family 
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being  present  at  the  publication^  and  hearing  the 
name^  could  have  thought  it  to  be  any  other  than 
the  some  person. — I,  therefore,  throw  this  quite 
out  of  consideration. 

The  other  variation  is  more  important,  that  the 
banns  of  the  woman  were  published  under  the 
names  of  Maria  Philippa  Corneck,  her  names  beipg 
Maria  Comeck  only : — ^it  is  pleaded  that  this  was 
fraudulently  done ;  I  accede  much  to  the  observation 
that  this  name  of  Philippa  could  hardly  have  had 
the  effect  of  deceiving,  or  misleading,  any  person, 
by  being  used  together  with  the  other  named* 

What  fraud  was  used  ?  What  are  the  induce- 
ments to  it  ?  What  the  woman  personally  did,  is 
not  set  forth. 

I  think  I  may  admit  the  Hbel  without  at  all  lay- 
ing down  what  my  final  determination  may  be. — 
Certainly  it  is  a  suit  not  entitled  to  encouragement ; 
there  is  no  disparity  of  age,  or  of  condition : — ^there 
is  no  complaint  on  the  part  of  the  guardian  of  the 
minor ; — there  is  no  ground  to  say  that  the  man  is 
subject  to  the  imputation  of  fraud. 

Preliminarily,  I  must  say,  that  the  suit  is  not 
likely  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  prayed ;  at  the  same 
time  I  will  not  exclude  the  party  from  going  into 
proof. 

I  shall  admit  the  libel,  (a) 
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(a)  No  witnesses  having  been  produced  to  prove  the  libel,  the 
judge,  on  the  25th  of  May,  1813,  dismissed  Mrs,  Comeck  from 
an  further  observance  of  justice  in  this  cause. 
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Cole  v.  Corder. 


(An  Appeal  from  the  Commissary  Court  of  Surry  J 


In  defamation  JUDGMENT. 
suits,  it  is  not 

necessary  that         SiR  JOHN    NiCHOLL. 

two   witnesses 

should  speak  to      TMs  is  a  suit  for  defamation^  brought  by  Jane 

the  same  words 

being  uttered  Cole  against  John  Corder, — it  is  brought  here  on  the 
same  terms.      Same  evidence,  on  which  it  was  heard  in  the  Court 
below :— In  that  Court  it  was  dismissed  with  costs. 
It  is  sometimes  said,  that  suits  of  this  kind  are 
to  be  discouraged  by  the  Courts ;   and  when  suits 
arise  between  persons  of  the  lowest  description, 
the  Court  may  lament  that  the  parties  should  incur 
a  ruinous  expence :   but  it  is  necessary  that  the 
law  should  interpose  to  prevent  the  eflFects  of  male- 
volence ; — and  the  law  gives  no  remedy,  but  by  an 
.  application  to  this  Court. — In  the  present  instance, 
the  parties  are  in  the  middling  rank  of  life : — ^it  is 
necessary  that  there  should  be  a  remedy  for  a  real 
injury.— The  law  requires  proof  of  the  defamatory 
words  by  two  witnesses — ^but  not  that  they  should 
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q^eak  precisely  to  the  identical  words  in  the  same  i^is- 
terms : — allowance  must  be  made  for  inaccuracy  t^^,^. 
of  recollection  at  a  distance  of  some  time  from  the 
date  of  the  transaction. 

The  witnesses  both  agree  that  the  defendant 
called  some  woman  a  whore  and  strumpet;  the 
libel  lays  the  epithet  "  damned  whore,"  they  do  not 
agree  in  this— -which  is  immaterial ;  the  epithet 
had  better  not  have  been  pleaded. — But  the  only 
question  is^  whether  the  word  referred  to  the  party 
before  the  Court. — It  never  can  be  maintained, 
that  it  is  necessary  that  the  defendant  should  men- 
tion the  name  of  the  person  defamed ;  otherwise 
the  most  malicious  defamation,  might  go  unpu- 
nished : — it  would  be  more  aggravated  by  contriv- 
ance : — ^it  is  sufficient,  if  it  is  made  out  to  the  sa^ 
tisfaction  of  a  judge  in  a  defamation  suit,  as  to  jury 
in  the  case  of  a  libel  at  common  law. 

John  Stock i  the  first  witness,  states,  *^  That  he 
'^  became  a  bankrupt,  and  that  Corder  was  his  as- 
"  signee  ; — ^that,  at  a-  meeting  of  the  creditors,  he 
''exhibited  his  account,  and  it  appeared  that  a 
''large  sum  had  been  paid  to  John  Cole,  and 
"  Jane  his  wife :" — Corder  said,  "  This  is  the  way 
"  the  money  has  been  expended  by  or  on  a  woman, 
"who  is  a  common  whore,  connected  with  a 
"  set  of  swindlers ;" — From  referring  to  the  cir- 
cumstances, there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  he 
meant  Jane  .Cole. 

George  Fair  was  present  with  Corder  on  "  an 
"  occasion  of  a  meeting  at  a  coflFee-house — ^he  spoke 
"  of  Jane  Cole  in  opprobrioas  terms,  and  called 
"  hw  strumpet  T — which,  though  not  part  of  the 
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1813.  defamatory  words,  may  explmn  to  the  Court  who 
Term.      ^^  meant  by  the  words  spoken. 

'^  At  another  time,  he  states,  diat  he  was  present 
^^  at  a  meeting,  when  Corder  animadrerted  on  the 
^'  payment  and  expenditure  to  Ck)le — and  said  that 
the  Bedford  Place  establishment  was  kept  at  the 
public  expence,  that  she  (alluding  to  the  articulate 
''  Mrs.  Cole)  was  a  common  whore,  and  he  did  not 
"  believe  that  there  was  any  Mr.  Cole ; — ^he  adds 
^^  that  he  believes  Mrs.  Cole  was  a  person  of  good 
'^  character,  and  injured  by  the  defamatory  words." 

When  the  witnesses  coihcide  as  to  these  £acts, 
and  agree  in  stating  the  defamatory  words  of  some 
one,  upon  such  a  charge  in  the  accounts — ^that 
such  a  reflection  was  made  on  the  expenditure  for 
the  Bedford  Place  establishment,  where  Jane  Cole 
lived — ^and  that  he  did  not  believe  there  was  any  Mr. 
Cole ; — can  the  Court  entertain  any  doubt,  i.  e.  any 
judicial  or  conscientious  doubt,  that  Jane  Cole  was 
the  person  alluded  to : — added  to  this,  there  is  no 
denial  bf  the  charge  :  no  attempt  to  explain  away 
the  words ; — several  persons  were  present,  whom 
the  party,  if  he  had  pleased,  might  have  examined. 

The  words  were  not  confined  to  a  hasty  expres- 
sion,— at  the  first  moment, — ^they  were  repeated  on 
other  occasions. 

The  Court  is  not  reluctant  to  apply  the  remedy 
which  the  law  enjoins. 

I  reverse  the  sentence  of  the  Court  below, — ^pro- 
nounce the  libel  to  be  proved, — and  condemn  Cor- 
der in  costs  in  both  courts. 
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Judgment.  SK-* 

Sib  John  Nicholl. 

In  this  ease,  Mrs.  Otway  has  succeeded  in  ob-^ 
taming  a  sentence  of  separation  from  her  husband 
m  a  suit  brought  against  him  for  cruelty  and 
adolteryt 

The  question  of  permanent  alimony  was  re- 
served, and  now  comes  before  the  Court  for  its 
decision,  and  it  is  my  duty  to  allot  to  the  wife  out 
of  the  joint  income  a  fit  allowance  for  her  separate 
mamtenance. 

The  principles,  upon  which  the  CJourt  is  to 
exercise  its  discretion,  have  been  so  recently  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  (a)  that  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  repeat  them  again  at  any 
length. 

Undoubtedly,  a  much  larger  allowance  is  to  be 
made  for  permanent  alimony,  than  for  alimony 
pendkig  suit ; — ^the  delinquency  of  the  husband  is 
now  established ;  the  wife  is  the  injured  party : — 
she  is  separated  from  the  comfort  of  matrimonial  . 
society,  from  the  society  of  her  family,  not  by  the 
act  of  Providence,  but  by  the  misconduct  of  her 
husband ; — she  must  be  liberally  supported.  The 
law  has  laid  dovra  no  exact  proportion ; — ^it  gives 
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sometimes  a  thirds — sometimes  a  moiety ;  according 
to  circumstances. 

In  Lord  Pomfret's  case  the  income  was  12,000/. 
per  annum,  the  alimony  given  was  4,000/. :  in  that 
case  the  larger  part  of  the  fortune  had  come  from 
the  wife,  and  there  was  no  family ; — ^but  he  was  a 
peer  and  had  that  rank  and  dignity  to  support. 

In  Taylor  v.  Taylor  (b)  jl  moiety — ^in  Cooke  v. 
Cooke  (c)  about  a  moiety,  were  given — ^in  these 
cases  there  were  no  children. 

In  the  present  case  the  joint  income  amounts  to 
5,500?.  per  annum.  The  greater  part  of  this  pro- 
perty came  from  the  wife — the  delinquency  of  the 
husband  is  very  gross.— I  should  be  disposed  to 
give  as  large  a  proportion  as  in  any  case  ; — if  no 
third  parties  were  concerned,  I  should  give  a  full 
^  moiety — ^but  there  are  six  children,  two  sons  and 
four  daughters,  whom  the  father  is  bound  to  main- 
tain and  educate  ; — the  suitable  education  for  such 
a  family  will  be  a  considerable  expence ; — suppos- 
ing that  deducted,  the  sum  I  shall  allot  will  give 
the  wife  about  a  moiety  of  the  remainder. 
.  I  shall  allot  2,000/.  per  annum  to  be  paid  quar- 
terly from  the  date  of  the  sentence. 

It  appears  that  there  are  deductions  from  the 
estate  from  two  jointures  of  1,500/.  each ;  when 
.  they  fall  in,  it  will  be  open  to  the  wife  to  apply  for 
an  increase  of  alimony. 


(b)  Arches,  May  14,  1796. 

(c)  Arches>  June  26,  1812.    See  pag«  40. 
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Harris  v.  Harris. 

Judgment.  ^^^^^ 

Sir  William  Scott.  ^T^^ 

This  is  a  suit  for  separation  by  reason  of  cruelty,  *  J|^^^°^ 
brought  by  the  wife : — ^There  is  no  defensive  alle-  decrewi  at  the 

^^  ^  suit  of  the 

gadon  on  the  part  of  the  husband.  It  is  not  the  ^^^ 
habit  of  the  Court  to  faiterfere  in  ordinary  domestic 
quarrels ;  there  must  be  something  which  makes 
cohabitation  unsafe  ;  for  there  may  be  much  unhap- 
piness  from  unkind  treatment  and  from  violent  and 
abusive  language ;  but  the  Court  will  not  interfere 
— it  must  leave  parties  to  the  correction  of  their 
own  judgment — ^they  must  bear  as  well  as  they  can 
the  consequences  of  their  own  choice. 

Words  of  menace  are  different;  if  they  are  * 
likely  to  be  carried  into  effect,  the  Court  is  called 
upon  to  prevent  their  being  carried  on  to  mischief. 
— ^Where  blows  are  resorted  to,  the  case  is  still 
more  aggravated,  there  mischief  is  actually  done, 
or  inflicted  to  a  certain  degree. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  impossible  not  to  say 
that  there  is  that  species  of  misconduct  which  the 
Court  notices. 
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?S!  band  u^d  towards  his  wife  words  of  the  most  in- 
suiting  nature ;  and  that  they  were  constantly  used. 
— ^This  is  proved  by  t)ie  evidence  of  the  servants 
who  appear  to  give  impartial  testimony^  allowing 
the  husband  credit  for  aflfection  to  his  children, 
but  stating  his  misconduct  towards  his  wife.  I  see 
nothing  to  lead  me  to  impute  undue  favour  or  par- 
tiality towards  him. 

The  first  matter  complained  of  is  an  actual 
blow,  though  there  is  no  direct  evidence  of  it. 
What  leaves  the  Court  fully  satisfied  that  it  did 
occur,  is  the  blow  in  1903.  Her  two  sisters  say 
that  at  that  period  she  abstained  from  her  usual 
visits  to  them  for  some  time.  When  she  came,  they 
saw  marks,  and  asked  her  the  cause  of  them ;  she 
declined  at  first  to  answer  their  questions,  and  did 
not  appear  eager  to  complain,  but  when  pressed 
she  said  she  had  received  a  blow  from  her  husband 
with  a  poker : — ^this  confession  of  hers  confirms 
the  statement  made  at  a  later  time  that  her  hus- 
band had  struck  her  before,  which  must  either 
allude  to  this  blow,  or  it  adds  to  the  number  of 
acts  of  violence  complained  of. — She  bore  all  with 
the  patience  required  of  a  wife — she  was  degraded 
from  the  management  of  her  family ; — dressed  not 
suitably  to  her  situation  in  life ; — obliged  to  resort 
to  the  charity  of  her  own  family  for  a  supply  of 
money.—"  Fool,"  "  Devil,"  and  "  Liar,"  were  the 
best  terms  applied  to  her : — words  of  menace  are 
alto  proved ;— he  would  threaten  to  throw  a  knife 
in  her  face,  when  he  had  a  knife  in  his  hand ; — 


PREROGATIVE    COURt    OF    (DANTERB  TRY. 


113 


he  would  threaten  to  knock  her  head  off ;  words 
which  to  a  mind  of  greater  firmness  than  her's 
would  occasion  alarm. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  she  had  habits  of 
contracting  debts,  which  justified  him  in  taking  the 
management  of  the  family  from  her ;  but  when  I 
see  the  manner  in  which  she  was  kept,  as  to  her 
own  clothes,  I  do  not  think  these  habits  others 
dian  the  husband  himself  occasioned,  if  they  are 
true ;  but  they  are  not  satisfactorily  proved. 

The  subsequent  facts  are  clearly  established: 
On  the  1 1th  of  Aug.  there  was  a  quarrel  on  ac-- 
count  of  the  allowance  her  father  had  given  her 
for  her  own  accommodation ; — the  husband  wanted 
to  apply  this  to  the  use  of  the  family.  I  do  not 
see  that  her  application  of  it  was  other  than  was 
intended  by  her  father. 

On  Sept.  1 1  there  is  satisfactory  evidence  of  a 
blow  from  a  tea-cup ;  the  child  came  down  stairs, 
and  said  her  father  had  thrown  a  tea-cup  at  her 
mother — ^the  witness  went  up  stairs,  and  found  the 
cup  broken,  and  her  face  bleeding — ^he  asked  the 
witness  what  she  had  heard  about  it — she  told  him, 
and  he  did  not  deny  the  statement — his  silence  here 
leaves  no  doubt  of  the  fact. 

On  the  1 4th  of  Oct;  was  the  last  outrage  which 
led  to  their  separation ;  it  happened  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  husband's  sister ; — the  dispute  arose 
about  the  testamentary  dispositions  of  her  fa- 
ther— it  is  a  singular  circumstance  that  the  sister 
says  she  leaned  her  head  on  her  hand,  and  did  not 
see  the  parties. — ^The  husband,  however,  by  his 
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Term,       into  her  face  with  some  violence. 

The  Ciourt  is  called  upon  to  prevent  the  repe- 
tition of  such  occurrences — I  have  no  hesitation  in 
pronouncingior  a  separation. 
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BuDD  V.  Silver. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  deceased  is  Anne  Prime,  who  has  died 
leaving  a  testamentary  paper,  not  disputed,  but  in 
eflfect  merely  declaring  an  intestacy.  There  are 
nine  cousins  equally  entitled  in  distribution — of 
these  Budd  and  Silver  contest  the  administration  ; 
— ^four  of  the  next  of  kin  join  in  Budd's  prayer, — 
three  in  that  of  Silver,  so  that  Budd  has  a  majority 
of  interests.  Where  there  is  no  material  objection 
on  one  hand,  or  reasons  for  preference  on  the  other, 
the  Court,  in  its  discretion,  puts  the  administration 
into  the  hands  of  the  person  with  whom  the  ma- 
joqty  of  interests  are  desirous  of  entrusting  the 
estate. 

There  is  no  objection  to  Budd's  character,  or  his 
competency: — the  only  point  argued  is,  that  his 
competitor  is  a  person  of  superior  situation  in  life, 
being  an  alderman  of  the  city  of  Winchester; 
whereas  Budd  is  only  a  small  shopkeeper  in  that 
city : — ^but,  independently  of  the  majority  of  inte- 
rests being  in  Budd's  favour,  there  is  another  rea- 
son w^hy  he  should  be  preferred ;  for  it  seems  a 
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Where  there 
are  several 
next  of  kin  in 
equal  degrees, 
administra- 
tion is  grant- 
ed to  the  per- 
son who  unites 
the  majority 
of  interests, 
unless  there  is 
some  ground 
of  objection, 
some  reason 
for  preferring 
another. 
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considerable  question  is  likely  to  arise  between 
the  estate  of  the  dqceased  and  a  son  of  Mr.  Silver, 
respecting  the  validity  of  a  gift.  The  parties  in- 
terested in  the  property  might  entertain  a  great  deal 
of  jealousy  that  the  claims  of  the  estate  might  not 
be  so  strongly  asserted  by  the  father  against  his 
son ;  the  more  so,  as  he  has  produced  a£^davits 
to  shew  that  in  his  opinion  it  was  a  valid  gift. 

The  CJourt  grants  to  the  person  who  has  the 
majority  of  interests,  unless  there  be  some  ground 
for  setting  him  aside  : — ^here  there  is  no  ground. 


Administration  granted  to  Budd. 
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Reeves  v.  Reeves.  idwz. 

An  application  was  made  to  the  Court  on  the  SnatSr^f  a 
behalf  of  the  party  proceeded  against^  to  permit  ^^^  "^"*" 
Mr.  Gallatly,  a  witness  who  had  been  examined  in 
this  cause^  to  be  re-examined ; — on  the  ground  that 
he  was  so  unwell  during  the  time  he  was  under 
examination,  that  his  memory  had  failed  him,  and, 
consequently,  that  his  conscience  now  impelled 
him  to  wish  to  be  re-examined. 

Lushinffton  and  Herbert  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation. 

Cited  Griells  v.  Gansell,  2  P.  Wms.  646.  Sand- 
ford  V.  Paul,  3  Brown's  Chanc.  Cas.  p.  3/0.  Ingram 
t.  Mitchell,  3  Ves.  Jun.  297.  Sawyer  v.  Bowyer, 
1  Brawn's  Chanc.  Cases,  388. 

■ 

Swabey  and  Adams  contrct. 

The  cases  have  no  bearing  on  the  point ; — ^this 
is  not  an  application  to  state  that  he  has  been  mis-    - 
conceived;  but,  an  application  for  permission  to 
add  to  his  evidence — he  does  not  apply  to  rectify  a 
mis-statement,  but  to  supply  a  course  of  new  facts. 

Sir  John  Nicholl 

Asked  the  Examiner  whether,  at  the  time  of  the 
examination,  he  observed  any  incompetency  in  the 
witness  from  illness,  or  any  other  cause. 
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The  Examiner  replied  in  the  negative; — and 
stated  that  all  the  material  points  were  accurately 
put  to  him. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  CJourt  will  not  lay  down  that  in  no  possible 
case,  and  under  no  possible  circumstances ; — a 
witness  may  not  be  re-examined : — ^but,  under  any 
circumstances  the  Court  would  accede  to  such  a 
proposition  with  extreme  jealousy. 

The  party  here  is  applying  for  the  re- examina- 
tion of  her  own  witness ; — ^he  has  been  very  fully 
examined — ^and  concludes  his  deposition  in  the 
strongest  terms.  It  is  confirmed  by  the  Examiner 
that  he  was  fully  and  carefully  examined ; — ^that  the 
deposition  was  read  over  to  him  on  the  night  on 
which  it  was  taken ; — that  he  attended  again  on  the 
following  day,> — and  the  deposition  was  again  read 
over  to  him. 

It  would  go  to  the  destruction  of  all  evidence 
whatever,  if  a  precedent  of  this  kind  were  esta- 
blished. 


ARCHBS    COURT   OF   CANTERBURY.  119 


1813. 
Easter 

Pool  i;.  Pool.  May  3. 

On  the  admissioa  of  a  Ubel  in  a  suit  for  the  resti-  l^jj^^or^ 

tiition  of  conjugal  rights.  tion'^^n- 

Luskingtofi  and  Cresswell  cantrct.       (  i^^  ^^ 

•^  ^  .      it  IB  not  ne- 

The  libd  does  not  plead  that  thet  parties  were  of  *f^  ^ 

*  *  plead  sped- 

the  airetof  twenty-one  at  the  time  of  .their  mar-*  ficauy  that 

^  ■  ^  the  parties 

riage ; — ^it  is  necessary  to  plead  all  that  is  necessary  were  of  21 

yean  of  a^^ « 

for  the  suit — in  this  casQ  the  party  mi^t  give  an  provided  it 

is  pleaded 

affirmative  issae^  and  yet  the  marriage  might  not  that  the  mar- 
begood*    In  Heffer  t;..Heffer  (a)  the  libel  stated  fti^I^iem. 
the  parties  were  of  lawfiil  age : — this  was  objected  ^uen^  ^i 
to,  and  thcf  Goui^t  recommended  the  insertion,  of  obt^"^.  ^"  ^ 
twenty-one  years  of  age. 

Arnold  and  Bumaby  in  reply.  .     . 

The  Ubel  avers  that  the  marriage  was  lawfully 
solemnized  in  consequence  of  a  Ucence  duly  ob- 
tamed  by  one  party; — ^the  affidavit  leading  the 
licence  is  exhibited^  which  states  the  age ;  this  is 
sufficient  in  an  ordinary  case.  If  the  objection  to 
be  stated  is,  that  the  party  was  under  age,  4:he 
usual  proof  must  be  resorted  to  by  the  adverse 
party  to  establish  that  fact. 

Per  Curiam. 

I  should,  wish  to  have  priecedents  looked  into,  to 
see  if  there  be  any  settled  course  of  proceeding ; 
if  there  be  none,  I  should  be  disposed  to  hold  that 
the  fact  is  sufficiently  pleaded. 


00  ConuBt.  of  London,  May  17,  181 L 
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1813.  The  object  is  to  prove  that  the  marriage  was 

Term-  ^d ;  ^^6  licence  was  obtained  on  the  affidavit  of 
the  party  as  to  age, — this  would  be  proof  of  the 
marriage ;  the  presumption  of  law  would  be^  that 
it  was  valid ;  it  would  lie  on  the  other  party  to  deny 
it.  It  is  averred  that  they  were  lawfully  married ; 
and  the  licence  duly  obtained ; — and  the  affidavit  is 
exhibited  by  which  it  was  obtained.  Proof  of  these 
circumstances  is  all  that  is  required  in  ordinary 
cases ; — ^it  is  not  requisite  that  the  age  should  be 
proved  more  than  by  them ;  therefore,  if  an  af- 
firmative issue  should  be  given,  the  marriage  would 
be  good. 

I  wish  to  have  the  precedents  examined,  and 
exhibited  on  both  sides ;  if  I  find  a  course  of  pro- 
ceeding established,  I  shall  require  the  party  to 
follow  it; — otherwise,  I  shall  hold  the  averment 
sufficient  as  it  now  stands. 
JuneU.        Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

I  have  caused  enquiry  to  be  made ;  and  I  find 
the  libels  (a)  are  given  in  sometimes  pleading  age, 
and  sometimes  not. 

I  am  still  disposed  to  hold,  that  where  it  is 


(a)  In  the  search  made,  forty-six  libels  in  cases  of  restitu- 
tion of  conjugal  rights  since  1770  were  examined; — ^it  appeared 
that  in  twelve  of  them  only  the  age  was  specified ; — in  thirty- 
four,  it  was  not  pleaded,  in  thirteen  of  the  thirty-four  one  of 
the  parties  was  bachelor  or  spinster:  these  marriages  were  by 
licence  after  the  operation  of  the  marriage  act. — Heffer  v. 
Heffer,  in  which  the  objection  is  stated  to  have  been  taken,  was 
a  marriage  by  banns. 
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pleaded  that  the  parties  were  lawfdlly  married^  and  i^i^. 
the  affidavit  is  exhibited  in  which  the  age  is  averred,  t"^ 
and  the  entry  of  the  marriage,  that  the  aver- 
ments are  sufficient ;  it  lies  on  the  adverse  party  to 
shew  any  thing  he  thinks  may  impeach  it. 


libel  admitted. 
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Read  v.  Phillips. 


Testamentary 
effect  giTen 
to  an  uneze- 
aited  paper. 


Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Robert  Phillips  died  a  widower,  leaving  four 
children,  by  three  different  wives ; — ^the  will  pro- 
pounded divides  the  property  in  certain  proportions 
amongst  them;  it  is  all  in  the  deceased's  own 
hand- writing ; — it  was  found  after  his  death,  in  a 
place  where  he  is  proved,  to  have  deposited  it,  by 
a  person  to  whom  he  had  read  it. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  he  intended  it 
for  his  will,  or  as  a  preparation  for  his  will  ?  The 
paper  is  complete  as  to  disposition,  but  there  is  no 
executor ;  and  it  is  neither  subscribed  nor  executed ; 
it  becomes  necessarv  therefore,  to  account  for  these 
circumstances.  It  'is  very  fairly  written  ;-great 
pains  are  taken  in  the  composition  of  it,  but  there 
are  no  formal  or  concluding  words  at  the  end.  His 
house-keeper  says,  he  told  her  "  that  he  had  a  will 
by  him  at  his  late  wife's  death,  which  he  had  burnt, 
and  that  he  had  written  another,  which  he  would 
one  day  shew  her ; — that  every  person  should  have 
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a  will  by  them ; — that  he  one  day  took  from  the 
leayes  of  a  large  book  a  paper^  and  said^  ^  This  is 
my  will,  or  wish ;'— she  replied,  that  it  was  neither 
signed  nor  dated ;  upon  which  he  answered,  ^  that 
made  no  difference :' — he  told  her  he  had  written  it 
aU  himself; — that  she  said  it  ought  to  have  been 
drawn  up  by  an  attorney ;  to  which  he  replied,  it 
was  all  in  his  own  hand-writing,  and  as  good  as  if 
drawn  up  by  fifty  attorneys. 

Under  these  circumstances  I  am  quite  satisfied 
thst  he  intended  it  to  operate  as  his  will : — the  pre- 
siunption  of  law,  which  is  very  slight,  in  this  case 
against  the  paper,  is  repelled : — ^and,  therefore,  I 
pronounce  for  the  validity  of  it. 


1813. 

Easter 

Term, 
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Addams  v.  Kneebone. 


1813. 
Easter 

Term. 
May  20. 


An  allegation 
rejected  in 
the  Court 
below,  admit* 
ted  in  tlie 
Court  of  Ap- 
peaL 


An  Appeal  from  the  Consistory  Court  of  Exeter. 


Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  testamentary  cause^  in  which  several 
papers  have  been  propounded; — ^the  first  allega- 
tion was  little  more  than  a  common  condidit ; — ^five 
witnesses  were  examined  upon  it  ;-^— publication 
passed^ — no  allegation  was  given  in  in  opposition 
to  it,  and  the  Court  below  pronounced  against  the 
will.  An  allegation  is  now  offered  in  support  of 
the  will, — and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  it  had 
been  offered  in  time  in  the  Court  below,  it  would 
have  been  relevant  and  admissible ;  it  pleads  affec- 
tion to  the  party  benefited,-rtestamentary  declara- 
tions and  capacity.  The  Court  below,  if  applied 
to,  might,  in  its  discretion,  have  rescinded  the  con- 
clusion of  the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  admitting 
this  allegation.  The  limitations  which  the  Court 
of  Appeal  prescribes  to  itself  do  not  apply  to  this 
case ;  certainly  not  to  an  appeal  from  a  Country 
Court,  on  account  of  the  irregularities  which  occur 
in  the  proceedings  of  the  country  courts. 


Addams 

V, 
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If  the  Court  at  Exeter  precluded  the  parties  from  1813. 
supporting  the  factum  of  a  i/vill  by  an  allegation,  it  Term. 
would  have  done  the  greatest  possible  injustice : — 
suppose  the  parties  entitled  in  distribution  acqui- 
esce for  ten  years  in  a  will,  the  writer  of  the  wiD  Kwebboke 
dies,  and  then  they  oppose  it ;  there  would  be  ma- 
nifest injustice,  if  the  executor  was  not  allowed  to 
plead  supplementary  matter, — justice  might  be  de- 
feated by  management. 

However  cautious  the  Court  is,  in  general,  against 
admitting  an  allegation  after  publication;  yet,  undei^ 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  I  am  clearly  of  opi- 
nion that  it  ought  to  be  admitted. 

I  shall  expect  all  diligence  in  this  case,  (a) 


1S13. 
Trinity 

Reeves  v.  Reeves.  Jherw. 

JWM  11. 

Judgment.  separation  on 

proof  of  the 
Sir  John    NiCHOLL.  adultery  of 

This  is  a  suit  for  separatiob,  by  reason  of  adul-  barred  by  the 
tery,  brought  by  the  husband  against  the  wife  ; —  the  husband, 
the  adultery  is  fully  proved ; — that  proof  not  being 
resisted,  it  is  unnecessary  to  detail  it.    The  wife 


(a)  Many  witnesses  were  examined  on  this  allegation;  and 
in  Easter  Term,  (May  9,)  1813,  the  cause  came  on  for  hear- 
u^gt^when  the  Court  reversed  the  sentence  of  the  Consistorial 
CoQFt  at  Exeter,  and  pronounced  for  the  validity  of  one  of  the 
pii})era  propounded,  but  gave  no  costs. 
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defends  herBelf,  not  on  the  ground  of  her  own  in- 
nocence, but  by  bringing  an  accusation  against  her 
husband,  not  of  mere  connivance,  but  that  he  has 
been  the  active  instrument  of  his  own  dishonour. 
— If  proved,  this  is  a  sufficient  defence ;  for  he 
cannot  come  into  a  court  of  justice  complaining  of 
that  as  an  injury,  which  he  himself  has  caused  to 
be  done. 

The  history  of  the  case,  as  given  by  the  wife, 
is,  that  she,  while  living  with  her  mother,  was  in- 
duced to  marry  Reeves  clandestinely ; — ^both  were 
minors.  In  1810,  Reeves's  father  discovered  the 
marriage,  compelled  his  son  to  quit  his  wife,  and  go 
to  America ; — that  the  father  afterwards,  vdth  the 
privity  of  the  son,  used  means  to  seduce  the  wife 
to  commit  adultery,  but  that  she  returned  to  her 
mother,  and  lived  in  an  irreproachable  manner  till 
this  suit  commenced. 

This,  if  proved,  would  be  a  strong  case  of  de- 
fence ;  for,  though  the  privity  of  the  son  should  not 
be  proved,  the  Ciourt  would  go  far  to  presume  it ; 
if  it  should  be  shewn  that  the  son  has  left  the  father 
his  agent,  with  a  proxy,  enabling  him  to  proceed 
against  his  wife  in  the  event  of  her  committing 
adultery. 

It  is  pleaded,  that  the  parties  became  accidentally 
acquainted,  and  in  a  short  time  were  clandestinely 
married ; — ^but,  it  appears  by  the  evidence  of  the 
mother  herself,  that  her  daughter  had,  in  the  course 
of  the  preceding  year,  cohabited  with  this  young 
man,  and  that  it  was  not  until  five  months  after 
their  first  cohabitation  that  the  banns  were  pub- 
hshed,  in  a  parish  in  which  neither  of  them  re- 
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sided  : — ^under  which  publication  the  marriage  was 
had ;  and  they  then  went  to  her  brother's.  Menr 
tion  is  made  of  a  bond  given  by  Mr.  Henderson^ 
of  80/.  per  annum,  to  Mrs.  Reeves ;  but  this  is 
wrapt  up  in  mystery ; — ^therefore,  as  if  there  was 
something  not  creditable  to  the  party  to  disclose^ 
it  has  been  suggested  that  the  bond  was  from  a  per- 
son with  whom  she  had  a  prior  connexion ; — but 
that  would  not  avail  the  husband  :.  it  is  said  that  she 
resided  with  her  husband  .some  months  before  mar- 
riage,— but  neither  will  this  affect  the  case : — ^ante- 
Dupti^d  conduct  cannot  lay  the  foundation  of  a  suit 
for  divorce  by  reason  of  adultery ;  nor  can  it  be 
brought  forward  as  such,  against  her ; — ^but  ante- 
nuptial irregularities  do  repel  the  sort  of  defence 
set  up  here  that  she  was  maliciously  deserted  by 
her  husband,  and  her  virtue  undermined  by  artifice 
and  stratagem. 

Reeves  was  the  son  of  a  colourpian  in  the  Strand ; 
he  wa&  an  apprentice  to  his  father,  from  whom,  as 
has  been  stated,  he  kept  his: carriage  secret: — 
the  father  was  informed  of  the  connexion  by  an 
anonymous  letter  ; — on  taxing  the  son  with  it,  he 
denied  it ;  but  the  next  day  he  wrote  a  letter  to  his 
£ftther,  deploring,  as  unfit,  the  connexion  he  had 
formed,  stating  that  he  knew  his  wife  had  been 
guilty  of  adultery ;  that  he  was  unhappy,  and  was 
going  to  sea.     He  went  shortly  afterwards  to  Ire- 
land,  and  was  not  heard  of  again  till  January, 
181 1 ;  so  that  he  was  not  compelled  by  his  father 
to  quit  a  virtuous  wife ;  but  he  left  her  under  the 
impression  that  she  had  been  guilty  of  adultery. 
Reeves  returns  from  Ireland,  and  is  reconciled  to 
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his  father ; — he  is  informed  that  his  wife  conducted 
herself  during  his  absence  as  a  common  prosti- 
tute ; — ^he  determines  never  more  to  live  with  her ; 
— ^and  in  June,  1811,  he  went  to  America,  where 
he  has  continued  ever  since.  These  circumstances 
are  deposed  to  by  different  witnesses  : — ^no  imputa- 
tion can  be  raised  from  them  of  a  malicious  deser- 
tion ; — ^he  quits  his  wife  under  the  impression  that 
she  was  an  adulteress  ; — the  foundation  of  the  de- 
fence laid  in  the  plea  wholly  fails.  The  mother 
ventures  to  depose,  as  pleaded,  to  the  virtuous  con- 
duct  of  her  daughter ; — other  evidence  impresses 
me  with  a  contrary  belief,  and  also  with  the  idea 
that  the  mother  must  have  been  aware  of  it ; — ^her 
brother  and  sister  were  both  satisfied  of  her  crimi- 
nality ;  and,  as  she  expresses  it,  gave  her  up.  It  is 
proved  that  she  used  to  dress  herself,  and  go  out 
in  the  evening ;  and  not  return  home  till  late  the 
next  morning.  Full  credit  cannot  be  given  to  her 
mother,  that  sheconducted  herself  with  perfect  pro- 
priety :  the  husband  has  left  the  country  under  the 
belief  that  his  wife  was  an  abandoned  woman,  but 
having  no  positive  proof  of  her  guilt ; — ^it  is  no  im- 
putation against  him  that  he  wished  his  friend  to 
w^atch  her  conduct.  He  is  charged  with  having 
used  means  to  induce  her  to  commit  Adultery. — 
Dunbar  states  that  application  was  made  to  Reeves's 
father  for  a  maintenance.  That  Ann  Thompson, 
to  whom  the  application  was  made,  said, "  Adultery 
*^  must  be  committed, — she  stands  in  her  own  light, 
**  there  must  be  a  divorce,  the  sooner  the  better." 
But  Thompson,  and  Reeves  the  father,  deny  any 
such  conversation,  or  any  such  intention ; — Dun- 
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bar  stands  forth  as  her  protector  and  paramour,  he  nl^^^" 
had  criminal  connexion  vs  ith  her ;  he  is  represented  Term. 
as  a  person  preparing  himself  for  the  Bar,  and  an 
officer  in  the  London  militia ; — his  application  to 
the  father,  (he  not  being  her  attorney)  leads  to  the 
belief  that  a  connexion  between  them  had  then 
commenced.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plan  to  se- 
dnce  her  into  adultery  is  by  no  means  established ; 
and  that  the  friends  of  Mr.  Reeves  were  only 
watching  her  for  the  purpose  of  detecting  her. — 
But  one  act  of  condonation  is  stated  subsequently, 
namely,  the  sending  her  tickets  for  the  pl^y ;  it  is 
said  this  was  only  to  prove  her  identity  :— but  he 
dioald  have  done  nothing  which  would  have  led  her 
mto  temptation  $  and  if  she  had  been  that  night  led 
into  adultery,  and  that  had  been  the  only  act  of 
adultery  proved,  I  will  not  say  what  the  consequen- 
ces might  have  been,  or  how  far  the  Court  would 
hare  decided  on  a  sitigle  act : — the  Ck)urt  will  coun- 
tenance no  active  step  which  leads  to  a  criminal  act ; 
— here  it  led  to  no  consequences,  as  the  tickets 
were  not  accepted. 

The  father  would  have  acted  more  judiciously, 
to  have  afforded  her  some  support : — a  husband  is 
boond  to  support  his  wife,  to  aliment  her  during 
suit ;  but  here  he  was  a  minor,  and  an  apprentice, 
wholly  dependent  on  his  father.  The  wife  had 
friends,  a  mother,  brother,  and  sister,  with  whom 
she  livc^d. 

The  husband  had  no  means  of  providing  for 
her.  The  only  question  then  is,  whether  the 
husband,  not  maliciously  deserting  his  wife,  but 
under  the  conviction  of  her  adultery,  leaving  her 

VOL.   II.  K 
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1813.  without  provision,  not  having  the  means  of  sup- 
Term.  porting  her,  is  barred  of  his  remedy.  I  do  not 
find  that  any  of  the  eases  cited  go  this  length. 
The  Court  is  to  administer  the  law,  not  to  make 
it : — if  the  husband  connives  at,  or  acquiesces  in 
adultery, — the  law  is  clear,  he  loses  his  remedy, 
volenti  nonfit  injuria  ; — still  more  so,  if  he  actively 
promotes  it.  But,  to  say  that  a  husband  quitting 
his  wife  because  he  is  convinced  of  her  adultery, 
and  only  waiting  for  full  proof  before  he  institutes 
proceedings,  and  not  supporting  her  because  he 
had  no  means  of  doing  so,  is  guilty  of  connivance, 
would  be  to  state  a  principle  void  of  authority. 

The  Court  is  reminded  of  the  care  of  morality 
confided  to  it ;  and  to  be  careful  of  laymg  it  down, 
that  any  woman  left  without  support  by  her  hus- 
band may  resort  to  prostitution  for  the  means  of 
livelihood ;  —  I  see  not  how  the  cause  of  morality 
will  be  supported  by  giving  a  woman  encourage- 
ment in  conduct  of  this  description. — In  this  case 
I  am  not  to  strain  principles.  The  woman,  both 
before  and  after  marriage,  appears  to  have  con- 
ducted herself  with  great  profligacy.  I  have  ad- 
mitted her  to  go  into  her  defence ; — but,  after  full 
consideration  of  the  evidence,  and  the  arguments 
by  which  her  defence  has  been  supported ;  I  am  of 
opinion  that  I  am  warranted  in  pronouncing  a  sen- 
tence of  separation. 
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BucKERiDGB  V.  GpocH^  falsely  calfing  herself         isid. 

BUCKBRIDGB,  ^5u^ 

July  2. 

A  SUIT  was  instituted  by  the  husband    for  a  in  a  cause  of 
.duty  of  naarriage  by  reason  of  the  minority  of  ^^ 
Us  wife  at  the  time  of  the  celebration  of  the  c^ero/a 
marriage.    The  woman's  father  appeared  as  her  ^^^ 
guardian,  to  conduct  the  suit.     Her  mother  was  that  father  it 
cxammed  ;-objection  was  taken  to  her  evidence,  ~^"^'""- 
as  being  the  wife  of  the  party  in  the  cause.    To  this 
it  was  answered — ^that  he  was  not  a  party  suing 
m  his  own  right — ^but  merely  a  formal  party  to 
make  a  lawful  appearance  for  his  daughter. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  objection  was  over-ruled. 
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Waring  v.  Waring. 


Charges  of 
cruelty 
brought  by  a 
wife  against 
her  husband, 
not  substan- 
tiated. 


Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

This  is  a  proceeding  by  Mrs.  Wariug  against 
her  husband  for  cruelty  and  adultery. — The  parties 
were  married  on  the  5th  of  October  1 800,  and  have 
five  children — she  left  her  husband  in  Jan.  1811, 
and  soon  after  applied  to  this  C!ourt,  charging  cru- 
elty and  adultery  against  her  husband.^ — The  charge 
of  adultery  has  not  been  pursued ;  there  is  a  letter 
indeed  introduced  annexed  to  an  interrogatory  un- 
known to  the  other  party  on  which  some  observa- 
tions have  been  made ;  but  it  is  impossible  for  the 
Court  to  give  attention  to  it,  or  to  the  observations 
made  upon  rt,  as  no  opportunity  has  been  oflfered 
to  the  other  party  of  contriadicting  it.  I  shall  fol- 
low the  example  of  the  adverse  party,  and  dismiss 
that  part  of  the  charge  from  my  observation ;  there 
only  remains,  therefore,  the  case  of  cruelty. 

The  definition  of  legal  cruelty,  is  that  which 
may  endanger  the  life  or  health  of  the  party — it 
generally  proceeds  from  the  wife,  as  the  weaker 
person — but  it  may  come  from  the  man,  and  has  so 
done  in  several  cases ;  but  generally,  the  wife 
complains  of  what  is  dangerous  to  her  —  on  the 
shewing  of  which  the  CJourt  releases  her  from  co- 
habitation. 

In  doing  this  the  law  presumes  her  not  to 
have  been  the  authoress  of  her  sufferings ;  it  is  on 
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the  presumption  that  her  own  conduct  has  been  l^i^. 
proper,  if  not,  the  remedy  is  in  her  own  power ;  Term. 
she  has  only  to  change  her  conduct ;  otherwise, 
the  wife  woidd  have  nothing  to  do^  bnt  to  mis- 
conduct herself,  provoke  the  ill  treatment,  and  Warim. 
then  complain. —  I  do  not  mean  that  tlie  law 
wonld  not  interfere,  if  this  misconduct  was  visited 
by  the  husband  with  intemperate  violence ;  there 
may  be  failings,  if  inordinately  resented  and  visited 
with,  a  harsh  and  more  than  due  authority,  upon 
which  the  Court  would  not  decline  to  interfere.  But 
if  her  conduct  be  totally  incompatible  with  the 
duty  of  a  wife,  if  it  be  violent  and  outrageous,  if  it 
justly  provoke  the  indignation  of  the  husband  and 
causes  danger  to  his  person — she  must  reform  her 
own  disposition  and  manners;  she  must  remedy 
the  evU  by  changing  her  own  measures ;  and  it  is 
to  be  hoped  that  the  evils  will  cease  with  the  be-r 
haviour  which  produced  them :  and,  if  they  do  not, 
she  may  then  complain  to  the  Court,  and  solicit  its 
interference  with  effect. 

On  these  principles  this  cause  is  to  be  examined. 
— ^It  most  certainly  appears,  that  in  this  family 
grievous  dissensions  have  existed,  unbecoming  the 
situation  of  the  parties  in  life,  and  the  duty  of 
thdr  relationship  to  each  other — gross  abuse, — 
violent  language — ^personal  struggles — -disturbance 
of  the  neighbourhood ;  in  short,  such  scenes  as 
the  Court  has  seldom  witnessed  in  its  experience  ' 
of  these  cases.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that 
these  dissensions  are  the  husband's  fault — they  may 
be  the  fault  of  both — or  pre-eminently  of  the  com- 
pkining  party  herself. 

Before  I  proceed  to  examine  the  principal  pait^ 
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of  the  case,  some  observations  occur  with  respect 
to  the  witnesses. — ^The  greater  number  are  pro- 
duced by  the  complainant —  they  are  servants,  and » 
where  husband  and  wife  disagree  servants  are  wit-- 
nesses  to  be  heard  with  caution — ^they  have  their 
prejudices — the  females  genergily  take  the  part  of 
their  mistress — some  are  dismissed  by  one,  some  by 
the  other :  they  speak  according  to  their  supposed 
injuries.  Three  are  cookmaids,  who,  from  their 
situation,  can  know  but  little ;  they  come  in  where 
the  parties  are  in  contention,  but  must  be  ignorant 
how  the  contention  arose. — Two  are  housemaids  : 
the  same  objection  applies  to  them  ;  they  come  in 
when  open  hostilities  have  broken  out,  but  do  not 
see  the  origin  of  them.  The  footman  or  butler  is 
also  produced,  who,  perhaps,  had  more  access  to 
them ;  but  his  account  shews  that  his  opportunities 
of  observation  were  very  imperfect. — A.  surgeon 
likewise,  Mr.  Cooper,  has  been  examined,  who 
appears  to  have  had  some  differences  with  the  bus* 
band,  which  may  have  coloured  his  evidence — 
but  his  knowledge,  from  his  own  observation,  fs  of 
a  very  superficial  nature. — In  one  particular  illness 
he  thought  Mr.  Waring^s  attention  to  his  wife  was 
not  such  as  it  ougl^t  to  have  been :  this  is  matter 
of  opinion — this  may  depend  on  the  different  de* 
gree  of  warmth  of  feeling  in  different  men,  and 
cannot  be  made  a  charge  of  legal  cruelty. 

Mr.  Uttersoriy  a  gentleman  at  the  bar,  speaks  to 
one  fact,  from  which  he  infers  harsh  conduct,  of 
which  he  can  know  little :  she  came  in  a  state  of 
distress ;  but  he  knows  nothing  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  quarrel,  and  so  judges  only  from  her 
appearance  ;  if  the  husband  had  ccme  in  in  equal 
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disorder,  lie  miglit  have  excited  equal  sympathy ; —      j^L 
frequent  noises  are  heard:  appeals  are  made  by       Term. 
the  lady  from  the  windows,  which  shew  great  dis-     ^T^^'^^ 
order  in  the  house. — ^Twelve  of  the  witnesses  are         v. 
subject  to  this  objection,  that  they  never  saw  the     'W^*"'®- 
origin  of  the  quarrels.     Cooke  and  others  saw  the 
quarrels,  but  did  not  see  the  beginning  of  them — 
what  appears  offensive  and  harsh  might  be  justified 
or  palliated  by   its  commencement;  that  which 
would  be  violent,  if  aggressive,  might  be  justified 
if  defensive. — ^If  the  wife  was  the  prior  Icedens ; — ^if 
she  gave  the  first  blow,  though  it  may  have  been 
unmanly  to  return  it,  the  law  will  allow  for  the  in- 
firmities of  human  nature,  and  make  allowances 
fbr  conduct  provoked  by  gross  and  scandalous  in- 
dignities.— ^The  representations  of  such  witnesses  ^ 
are  entitied  to  little  credit ;  bat  I  must  observe  that 
several  of  them  throw  the  blame  upon  the  party 
complainant. 

Mr.  Henry  Waring  is  the  iwitness  whose  evi- 
dence, I  think,  entitled  to  the  greatest  credit — he 
is  the  nephew  of  one  of  the  parties  ;  but  he  has 
been  examined  on  both  sides,  and  speaks  with 
moderate  allowance  for  the  faults  of  both  parties. 
He  saw  them  daily ;  in  their  quarrels  he  says  the 
conduct  of  the  wife  was  provoking,  and  soon  be- 
came violent. 

Chapman^  who  was  employed  in  waiting  ou  the 
children,  as  a  nursery  maid,  says,  "  She  frequently 
"  put  herself  in  a  violent  passion  ;  often  said  pro- 
"  voking  things  to  him,  which,  as  it  were,  made 
"  him  quarrel  with  her." 

Elizabeth    Wickens    "  considered   her  as  very 
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"  provoking  and  sullen ;  she  frequently  locked  her- 
^^  s^lf  up.  One  day,  when  she  did  not  choose  to 
''  go  down  to  dinner^  she  sent  a  message  by  one 
'^  of  her  own  children,  to  her  husband,  that  if  he 
"  did  not  se;nd  her  up  some  dinner,  she  hoped  the 
^^  bpnes  would  stick  in  his  throat,  and  choak  him.** 

Lu(y  Wickens  says  "  she  frequently  dined  in  a 
different  room  from  her  husband — ^witness  saw  them 
frequently  together;  that  her  conduct  was  fre- 
quently very  provoking  to  her  husband ;  several 
times  she  locked  him  up  in  his  rooms^  and  refused 
tp  let  him  out,  notwithstanding  the  messages  he 
sent  to  her ;  once  he  was  obliged  to  get  out  at  the 
window.** 

Susan  Wickens  ^^  thought  her  conduct  very  ir- 
ritating,  speaks  to  h^r  locking  up  her  husband,  and 
that  she  would  sometimes  order  no  dinner  to  be 
prepared  for  him." 

These  are  her  own  witnesses,  who  depose  to  her 
conduct,  which  is  highly  reprehensible  ;  which 
must  be  expected  to  di:aw  down  severe  treat- 
ment on  her ;  in  which  she  would  be  the  au- 
thoress of  her  own  wrong,  and  not  entitled  to 
relief. 

I  will  now  dismiss  some  charges,  of  which  there 
is  no  evidence — ^the  giving  her  an  emetic  to  pro- 
cure a  miscarriage ;  of  this  there  is  no  evidence 
whatever,  but  some  declaration,  made  by  herself 
to  Mr.  Cooper  the  surgeon,  and  the  servants ;  and 
seeing  the  nature  of  the  declarations,  in  which  she 
has  indugled  herself,  respecting  other  acts,  I  do 
not  think,  in  this  instance,  she  is  entitled  to  much 
credit. — I  have  looked  into  the  husband's  answers. 
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be  denies  the  charge  upon  oath — ^he  may  have  of-       ^^^.^• 

fered  her  medicines,  he  says^^  but  it  "was  for  no      Term. 

such  purpose— 'her  sister  has  not  been  examined  on 

this  article;  which  is  sing^ilar,  as  she  appears  to 

have  been  much  in  her  confidence.  Wabik^. 

Another  charge  alleged  is,  that  she  had  no  sup* 
plies  of  money  while  her  hu^l)aiid  was  absent  in 
Ireland :  this  is  not  only  disproved^  but  the  fact 
tarns  out  to  be  directly  the  reverse ;  she  was  re- 
gularly furnished  with  money  from  his  counting: 
house. 

Another  accusation  is^^  that  she  was  compelled 
to  come  down  stairs  to  dinner^^  wh^^n  she  had  just 
had  a  miscarriage — ^that  she  came  down  to  dinner, 
when  she  was  very  infirm,  is  true — ^nothing  further 
is  proved,  but  her  own  complaint }  to  which,  con- 
sidering the  colour  of  her  qp^rations,  I  do  not 
give  credit. 

Another  charge  is,  that  her  husband  for  some 
years  forbade  her  intercourse  with  her  own  family : 
it  was  not  without  hesitation  that  the  Ck)urt  ad- 
mitted the  pleading  this  fact ;  for,  though  it  may  be 
a  harsh  ex^cise  of  the  husband's  authority,  yet  ho 
may  be  justified  in  such  a  prohibition :  though  a 
woman  may  be  amiable^  her  conneidons  may  not  be 
so;  and  there  may  be  many  reasons  to  justify  a 
husband  in  denying  such  an  intercourse — though 
it  may  be  harsh,  it  would  be  going  too  far  for  the 
Covrt  to  interfere.  But  it  appears  that  some  cool- 
ness took  place  between  her  husband  and  her  fa- 
ther, on  account  of  some  pecuniary  matters,  in 
which  th^  former  thought,  whether  justly  or  not 
is  immaterial,  that  he  was  ill-treated  by  the  father — 
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isi?-  that  he  had  provided  articles  for  another  person. 
Term.  On  her  father's  recommendation,  for  which  he 
thonght  him  responsible,  but  he  thought  he  was 
not.  The  husband  complains  that  she  threw  the 
Wasino.  i^ote  from  her  father,  respecting  this  transaction, 
into  the  fire — she  admits,  in  her  own  plea,  such 
facts  as  might  fairly  have  given  the  husband  ground 
for  such  a  surmise. 

The  substantial  charges  of  ill-treatment  are 
three,  they  are  admitted  to  be  so  by  the  counsel ; 
— ^but,  if  they  are  not  provedj  in  point  of  severity, 
so  as  to  carry  legal  consequences  with  them,  the 
suit  is  at  an  end ;  it  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  ex-- 
amine  these  facts. 

On  the  6th  of  April,  1808,  the  libel  pleads  that 
Mr.  Waring,  without  any  provocation,  put  him- 
self in  a  passion,  swore,  attempted  to  drag  her,  &c. 
and  beat  her  head  against  a  marble  chimney  piece ; 
that  he  broke  her  comb,  which  he  forced  into  her 
head — she  fell ;  he  dragged  her ;  the  servants  in- 
terfered on  hearing  her  s(^reams,  and  the  husband 
then  desisted. — Several  witnesses  speak  to  this ;  but 
these  servants  come  in  after  the  heat  of  the  battle, 
and  know  httle  or  nothing  of  the  circumstances 
that  led  to  it ;  it  turns  out  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  War- 
ing were  invited  to  spend  the  afternoon  with  Mrs. 
Rule,  and  that  there  was  some  altercation  about  a 
coach.  Mrs.  Waring's  sister  does  not  mention  the 
preliminary  circumstances  of  the  quarrel,  in  her 
examination  in  chief,  but  when  pushed  by  interro- 
gatories, she  says,  that  the  quarrel  happened  just  as 
they  were  going  out ;  that,  in  consequence  of  it  he 
went  alone,  and  she,  unwell  and  agitated  by  the 
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alteroatiott^  staid  at  home.  On  the  same  interro- 
gatories, she  says  they  vfere  both  going  out,  but 
the  husband  went  alone — ^the  cause  was,  the  wife 
sent  her  to  ask  him  if  he  would  have  a  coach — ^he 
answered  in  the  negative — she  sent  again — he 
again  answered  in  the  negative — she,  ten  minutes 
after,  sent  a  message,  by  one  of  the  children  to 
say,  she  would  have  one  got ;  from  the  lateness  of 
the  hour  and  the  uncertainty  of  getting  it,  she  de- 
termined not  to  go; — ^he  was  angry,  and  went 
alone,  leaving  them  to  follow  him — afterwards  rain 
came  on.  I  see  no  reason  why  the  parties  should 
be  so  violently  dissatisfied  with  each  other. — A 
message  was  sent  from  Mrs.  Rule,  to  desire  her  to 
come,  or  say  whether  she  was  coming  or  not — the 
servant  was  called  in ; — Mrs.  Waring  informed 
Mrs.  Rule  and  her  party,  by  this  servant,  that  Mr; 
Waring  himself  could  tell  the  reason  why  she  did 
not  came ;  and,  after  delivering  this  reply,  the  mes- 
senger was  sent  back.  I  cannot  but  think  it  was  a 
mde  and  improper  message,  tending  to  expose  the 
husband  to  the  ridicule  or  censure  of  the  company 
with  whom  he  was — she  could  have  gone — and  1 
think  the  message  was  sent  evidently  with  a  view 
to  draw  that  consequence  upon  him.  Take  it  any 
how,  her  conduct  was  irritating;  and  it  is  not 
surprising  that  it  should  bring  him  home  a  pro- 
voked husband.  What  passed  at  first  appears  only 
from  the  sister ;  and  considering  how  much  she  had 
made  herself  a  party,  that  she  had  not  dissuaded 
the  vrife  from  the  behaviour  and  message  before,  I 
think  her  account  of  what  followed  is  imperfect, 
and  not  perfectly  credible  :  she  says  that,  without 
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181  s.  saj/ing  award,  Mr.  Warii)g  passed  her,  jerked 
Jhmf  wife  off  her  chair  across  the  hearth,  by  which  she 
fell  and  struck  her  head ;  «he  screamed,  and  the  bct^ 
vouts  came  iur^Wetts  say$  he  foaod  htr  on  the 
groond^  crying,  ^'  Oh  my  bead  ;'*  he  said,  ^*  Yes, 
with  a  violent  oath,  and  it's  oh  my  head  too  ;" — ^it 
appears  then  that  they  were  both  complaining  of 
uutnal  violence; — ^he  calls  it  a  battle,  another 
is  extraordinary  that  the  next  day  they 
together :  and,  Wells  says,  they  appeared  to 
be  reconciled ;  if  it  happened  as  stated,  I  think  she 
would  probably  have  put  herself  for  some  time  under 
the  protection  of  fiiends ;  I  think  originally  there 
was  a  provocation  ip  not  going, .  and  a  grosser  one 
in  sending  the  message ; — a  message  passed  after 
th^  oonflict  on  his  return,  in  which  both  complained 
— ^Chey  dined  amicably  together  the  next  day ;  and  a 
formal  reconciliation  took  place,  through  Mr.  Aber- 
nethy,  by  the  recommendation  of  her  father. 

Her  husband  went  to  Ireland — ^but  Abemethy 
says  he  gave  her  a  letter  and  told  her  her  husband 
was  coming  home;  she  burst  into  a  passion  of 
tears,  continued  hysterical  all  day,  wished  he  miyht 
never  retumy  but  be  drowned  on  his  passage. 

Connect  this  with  the  message  sent  by  one  of 
the  children,  and  I  ask  whether .  every  thing  out- 
rageous- is  not  to  be  expected  from  a  person  who 
so  gave  herself  up  to  tiie  expression  of  such  an  un- 
governable passion. 

Every  thing  ungracious  appears  to  have  passed 
on  both,  sides.  No  opeu  quarrel  is  brought  for- 
ward till  they  were  at  Sandgate,  m  1809.  Henry 
Waring*s  account  (which,  as  I  observed  before,  is 
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the  most  credible)  of  the  mode  of  living  then,  is      J^^?- 

.  It       II        Trimty 

not  favourable  to  her.    The  servants  would  tell       Term. 
him  as  she  had  ordered  ho  dinner  for  him  none 
was  jfrepared ;— at  times  she  was  violent  and  out- 
rageous^ particularly  about  the  carriage.  Wawko. 

Elizabeth  Wickens  speaks  to  the  same  effect. 

Looking  at  this  system  of  life,  I  think  the  wife 
could  not  more  effectually'try  her  husband*8  tem- 
per; contradicted  in  every  thing,  he  appears  to 
have  borne  it  in  a  way  rather  inconsistent  with  that 
irritability  of  temper  which  is  attributed  to  him — 
it  makes  evident  what  Henry  Waring  says ;  she 
/requentfy  told  him,  viz.  that  she  would  tease  her 
kusband  into  a  separate  maintenance,  and  would 
have  600/.  per  annum.  Mrs.  English  says,  800if. ; 
they  may  have  mentioned  diffei^nt  sums,  but  I 
think  the  intention  was  to  force  a  separate  esta- 
blishment by  determined  contradiction — such  con- 
duct could  answer  no  other  purpose. 

Another  &ct  complained  of  occurred  on  the  10th 
of  October ;  Henry  Waring  says  she  asked  him  to 
go  and  see  the  fireworks  :^ — the  husband  said  he 
wanted  him — she  said  if  he  would  not  let  him  go, 
he  should  not  go  himself — she  locked  the  door,  he 
opened  it,  she  laughed  insultingly,  and  he  gave  her 
a  slap  on  the  face ;  the  witness  thinks  it  did  ilot 
hurt  her,  but  it  must  have  made  her  face  smart — 
she  attacked  him,  scratched  him,  puUed  off  his  wig, 
took  hold  of  the  poker,  and  said  she  would  settle 
him — ^it  was  not  an  incruenta  victoria,  but  she 
carried  off  the  wig,  the  opima  spoKa,  which  were 
pinned  up  in  the  window-curtains,  and  were  not  re- 
captured tin  the  next  day.    It  is  scarcely  possible 
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j^is.  to  Speak  of  such  scenes  with  gravity,  if  they 
Term.  ^d  not  seriousIy  affect  the  peace  of  a  family. 
The  lady  seems  to  have  taken  the  law  into  her 
own  hands,  and  employed  those  hands  most  ener* 
Waring,    getically  on  this  occasion. 

The  husband,  not  unnaturally,  returned  to  town 
in  anger — a  reconciliation  between  them  was  at- 
tempted by  their  friends — it  might  have  been  hoped 
that  a  sense  of  duty  might  have  returned — some- 
thing of  that  kind  appears  in  a  letter  of  hers  which 
has  been  exhibited,  acknowledging  misconduct^ — ^he 
required  that  she  should  retract  her  dreadful  ex- 
pressions ;  what  they  were  is  not  mentioned :  how-^ 
ever,  she  does  retract  them;  and,  thereby,  ad- 
mitted, undoubtedly,  that  such  had  been  used — ^Lt 
has  been  answered  that  this  was  wrung  from  her^ 
and  it  certainly  appears  not  to  have  been  a  sincere 
and  serious  disavowal— her  conduct  was  quite  the 
reverse  of  what  should  have  followed  it,  if  sincere 
— her  very  penance  was  little  short  of  renewed 
misconduct. 

The  last  act  was  that  of  the  3  2d  of  January, 
1811  :  this  led  to  their  final  separation. 

Henry  Waring  says,  that  the  husband  asked 
him  to  go  to  the  theatre — she  desired  him  to  stay, 
and  take  her  the  next  day — ^he  said  he  would  go 
then  too — she  said  he  was  going  to  a  mistress. 
She  went  out,  and  locked  the  area  door  and 
the  house  door.  Suppose  her  suspicions  were 
true,  was  this  tiie  proper  way  to  regain  her  hus- 
band's affections?  to  turn  his  castie  into  a  jail, 
and  to  become  his  jailer  ?  it  would  probably  lead 
to  the  opposite  result — it  would  drive  him  to  some 
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more  indulgent  society.    The  committing  an  act      ^^13. 
of  false  imprisonment  is  an  extraordinary  way  of 


Wabikg 

V. 


breaking  up  an  illicit  connexion,  and  recovering 
alienated  affections.  He  demanded  the  key,  she 
refused  it — ^he  desired  her  to  observe  that  he  did  Wabiko. 
not  mean  to  use  unnecessary  violence — ^he  at- 
tempted to  take  the  key,  she  screamed — ^he  said  he 
would  not  hurt  her,  but  he  would  have  the  key, 
which  he  had  a  good  right  to  have ;  a  great  strug- 
gle  took  place,  the  servants  desired  her  to  give  up 
the  key — she  answered,  how  can  you  plead  for  such 
a  villain? — Consider  the  effect  of  such  an  expression 
to  a  husband  locked.up,  and  demanding  posses- 
sion of  his  own  house,  and  the  use  of  his  own 
liberty.  The  servants  remonstrate :  she  threw  a 
little  trunk  at  him,  aimed  a  blow  at  him  with  a 
candlestick,  got  him  down  on  the  chair,  bit  his 
Dose ;  and  said.  If  he  would  not  go  out,  she  would 
give  up  the  key ;  he  got  it,  but  it  was  a  conditional 
surrender. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  this  history,  which 
has  degraded  the  attention  of  the  Court  for  three 
days. 

After  this  the  consequences,  which  it  is  quite 
impossible,  as  I  think,  not  to  expect,  followed. 
The  husband  found  means,  somehow  or  other,  to 
effect  the  dismission  of  his  wife — and  I  cannot  say, 
if  he  was  reduced  to  the  alternative,  either  to  be 
deprives!  of  his  own  liberty  and  locked  up  in  his 
own  house^  or  to  part  from  his  wife,  that  he  was 
blameable  if  he  took  the  latter  course.  In  the 
conflicts  between  two  such  dispositions,  there  is 
no  saying  what  might  ensue.     I  do  not  enter  into 
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the  mode  which  he  took — 6XL  that  followed  was  no^ 
thing  mor^  than  the  natural  sequel  of  what  went 
before. 

On  this  state  of  the  evidence,  I  atn  not  entitled 
to  say  that  either  party  is  free  from  fault :  to  enter 
into  personal  scuffles  with  a  woman,  and  a  wife^ 
is  a  hard  extremity ;  but  a  man  may  defend  his 
own  life  and  liberty,  and  it  is  a  hard  task  always 
to  return  blows  with  mere  words— he  may  defend 
himself  by  force,  if  attacked  by  force. 

But  though  I  may  not  be  able  to  exonerate  the 
husband  from  blame ;  the  wife's  own  conduct  does 
not  give  her  a  title  to  complain.  I  am  unwilling 
to  describe  it  in  the  terms  which  properly  belong 
to  it :  it  might  look  too  much  like  that  indigna- 
tion, which  every  Court  must  naturally  feel  at  hav^ 
ing  such  scenes  brought  before  it.  I  recommend  to 
her  the  duty  of  self-*examination :  and  to  consider 
whether  her  own  behaviour  may  not  remove  the 
evil,  and  consist  better  with  her  duty  to  her  hus- 
band, her  children,  and  herself.  In  the  hope  that 
this  may  be  the  case,  I  dismiss  the  complaint,  and 
exonerate  her  husband  from  all  frurther  attendance 
in  this  Court. 
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Vbrblst  n.  Vbrslst. 


1813. 

Michaelmas 

(An  appeal  from  the  Consisting  Court  of  London.)       Term. 

Nov.  25. 


In  this  case  a  suit  for  divorce,  by  reason  of  adul-  op  ^%     ^ 

'     i/  admission  of 

tery,  had  been  instituted  by  Mr.  Verelst  against  his  "SJ^^^^ 
wife ;  and  a  libel  had  been  given  in  by  him.  Mrs.  . 
Verelst  gave  in  two  successive  aUegations  respon- 
rive  to  the  charges  brought  against  her  in  the 
libel,  and  recriminating  upon  her  husband*  Wit* 
nesses  were  examined  on  both  sides-^and  publica- 
tion was  decreed. 

The  present  question  arose  upon  the  admission 
of  an  allegation  excepting  to  the  credit  of  four  of 
Mr.  Verelst's  witnesses.  A  part  of  this  plea  had 
been  rqected,  and  part  of  it  admitted  in  the  Court 
below. 

Froib  that  sentence  Mrs.  Verelst  appealed. 

8w(A^  and  Jenner  argued  in  support  of  the 
sentence  of  the  Court  below. 

Arnold  and  Herbert^  for  Mrs.  Verelst. 

VOL.  II.  L 


146  cases  determined  in  the 

1813.  Judgment 

Michaelmas         r^.     ,  ik^r 

Term.  PlT  JOHN  NiCHOLL. 

This  suit  .originated  in  the  Consistory  Court  of 
London :  a  libel  was  given  in  by  the  husband,  and 
eight  witnesses  were  examined  upon  it — an  aUegSr- 
tion  was  brought  in  by  the  wife,  on  which  she  ex- 
.  amined  twelve  witnesses ;  and  afterwards  another 
allegation  on  which  she  examined  four  witnesses. 
Publication  passed  in  the  cause,  and  an  exceptive 
allegation  was  then  offered  attackii^  the  character 
of  four  of  Mr.  Verelst's  witnesses.  The  Consistory 
Court  rejected  a  considerable  part  of  it,  from 
which  sentence  the  wife  appeals ;  and  this  Court 
is  to  decide  whether  the  judge  of  the  Consistory 
Court  has  done  right  in  rejecting  it. 

Before  I  examine  the  contents  of  the  allegation 
I  will  notice  some  of  the  principles  laid  down.  It 
is  admitted,  on  all  hands,  that  exceptive  allega- 
tions are  received  by  the  Court  with  great  caution 
and  jealousy :  it  is  a  principle  of  all  Courts,  whose 
proceedings  are  regulated  by  the  civil  law,  that  all 
facts  shall  be  pleaded  and  proved  before  the  de- 
positions of  the  witnesses  are  seen,  from  the  dan- 
ger which  might  arise  from  the  fabrication  of  evi- 
dence to  meet  the  defects  of  the  case.  The  Court 
is  not  the  less  cautious,  when  an  allegation  of  this 
description  is  offered  by  the  wife ;  for  though  it 
is  not  the  wish  of  the  Court  to  narrow  her  de- 
fence, yet  it  must  recollect  that  she  has  not  the 
usual  restraint  of  costs  to  operate  as  a  check  upon 
her  conduct,  as  the  expences  on  both  sides  are 
defrayed  by  the  husband.  It  has  been  suggested 
that  the  particulars  of  this  case  may  justify  a  re- 
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of  this  principle;  but  the  Court  must  be  .1813. 
cantixras  not  to  endanger  the  principle  itself. — It  is  Term. 
said  that  the  husband  is  charged  with  having  ob- 
tained a  verdict  by  collusion^  and  with  tampering 
with  the  witnesses :  bat  I  have  to  remember  that 
the  wife  has  pleaded  recrimination^  and^  in  some 
articles,  collusion,  and  that  the  husband  had  declared 
he  knew  of  her  adultery ;  therefore,  though  not 
inconsistent  with  innocence,  yet  the  tendency  of 
the  charge  was  such  as  made  the  Court  vigilant  as  to 
the  subsequent  defence,  by  charging  the  witnesses. 

In  the  second  allegation  there  was  no  attack  on 
the  general  character  of  the  witnesses ;  but  it  is 
pleaded  that  the  verdict  was  obtained  by  the  de- 
fendant having  been  persuaded  not  to  bring  for- 
ward her  witnesses,  and  that  the  damages  were 
agreed  upon. — If  such  is  really  the  complexion  of 
the  cause,  the  husband  would  do  well  to  consider 
what  advantage  would  result  to  him  from  proceed- 
ing in  this  suit. — ^It  is  competent  to  the  wife  to  offer 
such  a  defence,  and  to  shew  that  the  husband  has 
brought  unfounded  charges ;  but  this  is  not  a  case 
in  which  the  Court  can  relax  the  principle  on 
which  it  usually  proceeds. 

An  exceptive  allegation  must  not  merely  shew 
slight  variations  in  the  testimony  of  witnesses ;  but 
it  must  shew  that  the  witnesses  have  wilfully  sworn 
fiilsely ;  it  must  overturn  their  credit. 

The^r^^  article  has  been  ordered  to  be  re- 
formed, I  suppose,  by  striking  out  the  names  of 
the  witnesses  against  whom  no  article  has  been 
admitted. 

The  second  article  recites  various  parts  of  the 

l2 
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1813.       depositions  of  the  witness,  William  Preston,  both 

MichaeltMS 

Term.  in  chief  and  on  interrogatories — he  had  deposed 
to  two  acts  of  indecent  familiarity.  He  was  a  gar- 
dener, employed  in  the  absence  of  the  footman ; 
and  sometimes,  when  the  footman  was  not  absent, 
to  wait  at  table.  The  acts  of  indecent  familiarity 
he  states  to  have  occnrred  at  different  periods : 
one  on  a  day  soon  after  breakfast ;  another  on  a 
Sunday,  about  five  weeks  afterwards,  when  there 
was  company  in  the  house. — In  contradiction  to 
this  it  is  pleaded  that  the  one  footman  left  the 
family  on  the  24th  of  October :  and  a  new  one 
succeeded  him  on  the  6th  of  December,  and  that 
there  was  no  company  in  the  house ;  and  that  Mr. 
Staples,  with  whom  the  wife  is  charged  to  have 
committed  adultery,  was  only  once  there  in  that 
period. — The  witness,  however,  whose  credit  is 
impeached,  is  not,  in  his  deposition,  precise  as  to 
time ;  he  was  several  times  employed  as  footman, 
and  might  easily  mistake  the  time  when  he  saw 
the  facts ;  it  might  possibly  be  when  he  was  as* 
sisting  the  footman — ^he  may  have  confounded  the 
times — ^if  these  facts,  therefore,  should  be  proved, 
they  will  not  satisfy  the  conscience  of  the  Court, 
that  the  witness  has  deposed  knowingly  and  wil- 
fully falsely — ^if  he  had  been  precise,  and  tied  him- 
self down  to  time,  and  it  could  be  proved  on  the 
other  hand,  that  Mr.  Staples  was  only  once  there : 
his  own  evidence  would  weigh  a  little  against  the 
witness — ^but  if  he  could  prove  an  alibi,  it  ought 
to  be  distinctly  set  forth — I  think  the  judge  of  the 
Consistory  did  right  in  rejecting  this  article. 
The  third  article  pleads  that  the  witnesses  gave 


ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERRURT. 


149 


a  different  account  on  the  trial  at  common  law 
from  that  to  which  they  have  now  deposed. — I  do 
not  see  from  the  statement  that  it  amounts  to  a 
contradiction ;  it  is  only  that  they  express  the  same 
fact  in  different  terms. 

The  fourth  article  pleads  a  direct  and  positive 
contradiction  of  Preston ;  and^  as  the  party  will 
have  the  benefit  of  this  article  which  is  admitted, 
it  makes  it  still  less  necessary  to  have  admitted  the 
second  and  third — Let  this  article  be  reformed. 

The  fifth  article  is  an  attack  on  the  witness, 
Humber,  who  has  deposed,  that  "  while  they  were 
at  an  hotel  at  Harrowgate,  by  means  of  the  lamps 
in  the  passage,  and  a  light  from  the  window  on  the 
stmrs,  she  plainly  saw  Mrs.  Verelst  go  to  Major 
Staples's  bed-room  door  in  her  dressing  gown.'' 
In  answer  to  this  they  undertake  to  prove  there 
was  no  lamp  or  light  on  the  stairs — ^but  really, 
considering  the  distance  of  time  at  which  this 
transaction  happened,  I  think  it  would  not  be  pos- 
sible to  produce  eyidence  so  precise  as  t(f  satisfy 
the  CJourt  that  there  was  no  light  by  which  the 
witness  could  see  the  transaction  she  relates.  I 
reject  this  article. 

The  sixih  article  has  been  admitted  against 
Humber  and  in  that  the  party  has  the  benefit  of 
a  stringent  contradiction. 

The  seventh  article  states  that  Humber  at  dif- 
ferent times,  has  given  different  reasons  for  not 
communicating  to  her  master  what  she  had  seen. 
I  think,  however,  the  reasons  stated  might  very 
well  concur,  and  I  confirm  the  rejection  of  this 
article. 


1613. 

MichadmoM 

Term, 
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The  eighth  article  states,  that  Hnmber  says, 
she  watched  the  transaction  from  the  best  bed- 
chamber ;  and,  it  is  pleaded,  in  contradiction,  that 
she  could  not  get  into  the  best  bed-room  from  her 
own  bed-room,  without  going  through  the  kitchen; 
and  that  a  person  slept  in  the  kitchen,  which  per- 
son will  dispose  that,  after  she  went  to  her  bed-room, 
she  did  not  return  to  the  kitchen. — ^The  objection 
to  the  admission  of  this  contradiction  is,  that  these 
circumstances  might  have  been  pleaded  in  contra- 
diction to  the  libel ;  and  that  by  admitting  it,  in 
this  stage  of  the  cause,  I  should  break  in  upon  a 
rule,  than  which  none  is  more  cautiously  observed 
in  this  Court,  viz.  that  a  party  shall  not  lie  by  and 
contradict  in  exception  that  which  he  might  have 
contradicted  before  publication  in  plea. — ^Without 
this  rule  the  purity  of  evidence  could  not  be  pre- 
served ;  and,  on  this  ground,  I  reject  the  article. 

The  ninth  article  is  admitted. 

The  objection  to  the  tenth  and  eleventh  articles 
is,  that  if  the  circumstances  should  be  proved,  they 
would  not  amount  to  a  sufficient  contradiction. 
I  think  the  variations  stated  would  not  discredit  the 
witness — ^he  does  not  pretend  to  have  taken  down 
what  was  said,  but  the  substance  of  what  was  said. 
She  might  easily  mistake  the  20th  for  the  21st  of 
October — ^he  states  himself  that  if  it  was  so  in  the 
paper,  it  was  there  by  error,  and  the  C!ourt  would 
put  that  construction  upon  it ;  it  would  not  consi- 
der it  as  a  wilftd  and  corrupt  misrepresentation. — 
I  see  no  inducement  to  falsify  it. 

The  same  observations  apply  to  the  thirteenth 
article. 
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I  have  hoi/v  disposed  of  all  the  articles  but  the 
twelfth;  which  is  given  in  contradiction  to  the 
evidence  of  Dorothy  Sayer.  She  deposes^  on  her 
examination  on  the  tenth  article  of  the  libel^  ^^  that 
the  clock  had  just  struck  twelve^  v^hen,  by  means 
of  the  light  which  came  through  the  glazed  fan- 
light over  Major  Staples's  bed-room  door,  she 
plainly  saw  Mrs.  Verelst  come  out  of  her  own  bed- 
room.'' Whereas,  on  her  examination  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  on  being  asked,  "  Did  you  leave 
the  best  bed-room  door  open  so  as  to  see,^*  she 
answered, "  Yes.'*  And,  on  being  afterwards  asked, 
'^  How  long  had  you  been  there  before  you  saw  any 
thing  ?''  she  answered,  "  the  clock  struck  one,  mid, 
about  Jive  minutes  afterwards,  she  stepped  out  of 
her  own  room,  on  the  landing  place.'* — The  witness 
gives  no  particular  reason  why  she  should  fix  one 
hour  more  than  another — there  is  something  of  a 
vviation  certainly  in  this  account,  but  it  is  not  a 
material  variation  ;  if  any  reason  had  been  assigned 
for  it,  the  CJourt  might  have  attributed  corrupt 
motives  to  her ;  but,  as  it  is,  I  must  impute  it  to 
have  arisen  from  mistake,  from  want  of  recollection, 
or  from  that  confusion  natural  to  a  female  on  being 
examined  in  a  public  court  of  justice. 

The  evidence  on  which  the  Court  is  to  rely,  for 
the  decision  of  the  cause,  is  more  to  be  collected 
from  the  substance  of  the  depositions,  than  from 
any  thing  usually  brought  forward  in  an  exceptive 
allegation.  Circumstances  material  to  the  elucida- 
tion of  the  cause  seldom  come  out  on  a  plea  of 
this  description. 


1813. 

Michaelmas 
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v. 
Vebblst. 


152  CASBS    DETERMINED   IN   THE 


Smith  v.  Smith. 


1813. 
Michaelmas 


Tertn^        By  Letters  of  Request  from  the  Consistory  Court 

Dec.  7.  /•  r* 

of  Banyor. 


^^^  ^   Judgment. 

pending  raft. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  suit  is  brought  by  the  wife  for  cruelty  and 
adultery. — She  now  applies  for  alimony  pending 
the  suit ;  and  certainly  the  Court  will  not  allow 
the  same  as  if  such  a  charge  was  established ;  yet, 
I  think,  the  nature  of  the  suit  is  to  be  considered ; 
the  charge  is  made — the  answers  are  given  in  ; — 
as  yet  there  is  no  allegation  on  the  part  of  the 
husband ;— there  is  no  ground  to  consider  the  suit 
as  vexatious — ^no  proceedings  appear  to  have  been 
had  for  the  purpose  of  unnecessary  delay.  There- 
fore^ the  wife  has  a  right  to  be  maintained  with 
some  reference  to  her  former  comfortable  state, 
yet  with  moderation. 

Under  the  circumstances  it  is  to  be  considered 
that  a  very  great  part,  though  certainly  not  the 
whole,  of  the  fortune  belonged  to  the  wife — ^there 
is  one  child; — in  the  proceedings  it  appears  that 
the  wife  is  desirous  to  have  that  child ;  but  the 
husband,  charged  with  adultery,  will  retain  it.— 


BlOTH 
•V. 
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The  Court  is  not  inclined  to  lessen  the  alimony  on   ,^A®^*- 
account  of  the  maintenance  ci  this  child.  2Vrm. 

The  Court  must  consider  what  is  the  £Eiir  and 
reasonable  proportion.— ^I  do  not  exacdy  ascertain 
the  income  of  either  party  from  their  answers. — I  Smith. 
take  the  husband's  income  to  be  about  15001.  per 
annum^  and  that  which  the  wife  has  as  a  separate 
allowance  to  be  about  3001.  per  annum. — ^I  think 
200/.,  in  addition  to  the  300Z.  the  wife  already 
receives,  will  not  be  an  improper  allowance. — I 
give  it  clear  of  the  property  tax,  because  that  is 
deducted  in  the  husband's  estimate. 


Walker  v.  Walker.  Michaelmas 

2em» 
Dec.  7. 


Bjf  Letters  of  Request  from  the  Consistory  Court 

of  Worcester. 


A  LIBEL  was  offered  to  the  Court  by  the  wife,  a  matrimonial 

suit  dismissed 

charging  her  husband  with  various  acts  of  cruelty  on  account 

,       -    ,  -      ,  .  .V  >#  <>^  delay 

and  adultery,  and  praymg  a  separation  a  mensd  in  the  pro- 

ceedings. 

et  toro. 
Jenner^/ar  the  husband, 
Was  proceeding  to  state  his  objections  in  detail 
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1813. 

Michaelnuu 

Term, 


to  the  admission  of  the  libel,  when  he  was  stopped 
by  the  Court,  who  called  upon  the  adverse  party 
to  account  for  the  delay  which  had  taken  place  in 
the  proceedings  of  the  suit. 

Lushingtan^far  the  wife. 

Stated  that  Mrs.  Walker  had  been  confined  by 
her  husband,  and  denied  access  to  her  advisers, 
and  that  she  was  a  j>er8on  very  weak  in  mind. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  whole  complexion  of  the  case  is  that  of 
complete  condonation  and  acquiescence — the  suit 
was  commenced  and  then  as  it  were  abandoned,  for 
a  delay  of  nine  months  takes  place ;  unless  this  is 
satisfactorily  explained,  I  shall  dismiss  the  cause. — 
An  instrument  was  signed  by  the  wife ;  it  appears 
to  have  directed  an  end  to  be  put  to  the  cause, 
this  instrument  is  stated  to  have  been  obtained  by 
duress ;  but  that  duress,  by  their  own  statement, 
must  have  ceased  in  February  last. 

If  I  suffer  it  to  stand  over  till  the  first  day  of 
next  term,  I  shall  expect  such  an  affidavit  as  will 
satisfy  me.-If  she  is  a  poor  weak  woman,  with- 
out  friends,  I  shall  be  loth  to  prelude  her  from 
bringing  forward  her  case ;  but  for  some  circum 
stances  of  this  kind,  which  appear  upon  the  face 
of  the  proceedings,  I  should  have  dismissed  the 
suit. — She  seems  to  have  allowed  herself  to  be 
superseded  in  the  management  of  her  family  for 
a  number  of  years,  and  to  have  aquiesced  in  it — 
then  an  arrangement  is  made,  and  she  is  the  per 
son  to  break  that  arrangement. 

There  is  a  presumption  of  acquiescence,  but  I 
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will  aDow  it  to  be  repelled  before  the  first  day  of      IB  is. 

Michaelmas 

next  term.  fgrm. 

Let  the  cause  stand  over. 


Judgment.  1814. 

Sir  John  Nicholl.  jiJ^ 

I  find  a  case,  in  which  the  Court  has  dismissed  a  •^<»*-  ^7. 
suit  on  the  ground  of  delay,  in  the  parties  pro- 
ceeding. In  Betcher  v.  Betchei^,  (a)  a  suit  brought 
by  a  wife  against  her  husband  for  adultery,  a 
petition  was  presented  to  the  C!ourt,  stating  that 
the  depositions  were  lost,  and  praying  that  the 
cause  might  be  heard,  on  official  copies  of  them. 
Hie  objection  taken  was,  that  there  had  been 
such  a  delay  as  amounted  to  a  condonation — ^the 
suit  had  commenced  in  1775,  proceeded  till 
1777^  and  from  that  time  nothing  had  been 
done  till  1787^  The  Court  said  it  looked  with 
jealousy  into  matrimonial  cases ;  particularly,  when 
they  were  brought  by  the  wife — and  dismissed 
the  suit  on  the  ground  of  delay  in  the  proceed- 
ings. 

In  the  present  case,  the  suit  has  not  been  so  long 
pending ;  but  there  are  other  circumstances  which 
lay  a  stronger  presumption  of  condonation. — It 
began  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1812,  by  letters  of 
request — and  a  proxy  was  exhibited  by  the 
wife*s  proctor,  and  no  further  proceeding  took 

(a)  Conaistory  Court  of  London,  Michaelmas  Term,  1787, 
before  Dr.  Calvert. 
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place  till  Michaelmas  Term,  1813.  Thisissach 
a  delay  as  might  have  induced  the  C!ourt  ex  mero 
motu  to  dismiss  the  suit — ^but  when  the  libel  is 
given  in,  I  might  have  expected  it  to  be  perfect  in 
form ;  none,  however,  of  the  dates  are  filled  up — 
they  are  all  in  blanks. — ^Again  the  Court  would  have 
expected  a  strong  case — ^but  here  is  long  acquies- 
cence and  condonation. — Ciondonation  will  not  so 
soon  bar  a  wife  as  a  husband — ^but  the  misconduct 
charged  is  for  thirty  years,  duriug  which  the  hus- 
band has  been  living  in  open  adultery ;  and,  at 
last,  it  is  not  the  wife  who  leaves  him,  b^t  he  who 
leaves  her — ^this  looks  as  if  she  had  not  considered 
the  adultery  such  a  grievance  as  she  now  wishes  to 
represent  it. 

The  16th  article  states,  that  since  the  institution 
of  the  suit,  viz.  in  February,  1813,  she  was  com- 
pelled by  her  husband  to  execute  a  deed  of  sepa- 
ration on  an  allowance  of  50Z.  per  annum ;  and 
then  she  gave  an  order  to  her  solicitor  to  stop  pro- 
ceedings here :  but  it  does  not  state  that  she  has 
taken  any  steps  to  avoid  the  deed,  or  to  punish  the 
parties  for  a  conspiracy — ^the  story  is  improbable — 
she  is  stated  to  have  been  confined  ten  days  in  the 
dty  of  Worcester.  The  going  two  or  three  times 
to  a  solicitor's  office  does  not  apply  to  this — ^but 
she  does  not  proceed  in  the  cause  when  the  duress 
ends,  but  waits  till  Michaelmas  Term. 

It  would  be  satisfactory  to  the  C!ourt  to  hear 
that  an  arrangement  was  going  for  securing 
this  woman's  subsistence  ;  but  I  must  look  to 
her  conduct  in  the  proceedings  in  a  judical 
view. 
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If  the  husband  continues  to  live  m  adultery^ 
I  do  not  know  but  that  the  wife  may  have  a 
remedy  by  a  fresh  suit — the  condonation  would 
be  taken  oiF. — I  shall  dismiss  the  parties  from 
this  suit. 


1814. 
Hilary 
ienn» 
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CONSISTORY  COURT  OF  LONDON, 


1814. 

Hilary 

Twin, 

Jan.  25. 

The  commit- 
tee of  a  lunatic 
may  inititate 
praoeedings 
against  the 
wife  of  a 
lanatic  for 
adultery. 


Parnell^  acting  his  Committee,  t;.  Parnbll. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

This  is  a  suit  brought  against  the  wife  of  a  lu- 
natic, for  adultery,  by  his  committee.  The  facts  of 
adultery  are  charged  in  a  number  of  articles — ^the 
admission  of  the  libel  is  contested  on  the  ground 
that  the  party  proceeding  is  incompetent  to  bring 
the  suit ;  and  I  must  acknowledge  that  there  has 
not  occurred,  to  my  observation  and  experience, 
any  case  in  which  a  lunatic  has  appeared  in  such 
a  case  by  his  committee — it  cannot,  therefore,  be 
determined  by  precedent,  but  must  be  decided  by 
principle  and  by  analogy. 

On  principle  it  resolves  itself  into  two  questions ; 
Jirst,  Whether  a  lunatic  is  put  out  of  the  protec- 
tion of  the  law  of  England  in  such  a  case ;  secondly  j 
Whether  there  is  any  other  mode  of  proceeding  by 
which  he  can  obtain  redress. 

On  the  first  point  there  can  be  no  doubt  it 
would  be  a  most  monstrous  proposition  that  the 
wife  of  every  lunatic  was  absolved  from  all  the  ob- 
ligations of  marriage,  was  at  full  liberty  to  commit 
adultery,  and  to  fill  her  husband's  house  with  a 
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Spurious  issue— 4he  unfortunate  husband  cannot  be  1814. 
hft  in  such  a  state  of  aggravated  misfortune. — It  7>^ 
is  impossible  that  any  system  of  law  can  have 
been  so  improvident  as  to  have  left  such  a  class  of 
persons  without  any  remedy ;  their  claim  to  pro- 
tection is  stronger  even  than  that  of  other  men : 
the  law  must  apply  that  vigilance  for  them  of 
which  they  themselves  are  incapable — ^it  must  af- 
ford them  relief  against  the  greatest  of  all  inju- 
ries,  affecting  every  consideration  dearest  to  the 
hearts  of  men ;  for  the  sake  of  their  families,  also, 
hmatics  must  be  protected  by  some  mode  or  other. 

The  question  then  is,  in  what  way  relief  is  to  be 
afforded  them.  I  should  answer  in  the  same  way 
that  it  is,  when  their  other  rights  are  disturbed, 
namely,  by  means  of  the  committee — who,  being 
qpedally  appointed  the  guardian  of  the  lunatic,  re- 
presents to  the  Lord  Chancellor — ^he  has  the  caire, 
in  the  language  of  the  petition,  of  the  person  and 
property  of  the  lunatic  and  of  his  family — ^he  is 
to  take  care,  not  only  of  his  personal  rights,  but 
of  the  general  interests  of  his  fttmily. — ^The  luna- 
tic must  act  by  his  guardian,  by  that  person  to 
whom  the  care  of  his  fortune  and  property  is 
confided. 

The  lunatic  cannot  directly  institute  a  suit  here ; 
in  momentous  concerns  connected  with  the  Court 
of  Chancery  the  committee  usually  applies  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor  for  directions — ^to  him  the  accounts 
of  lunatics  are  submitted ;  but  it  is  not  necessary 
to  resort  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  for  the  purpose  of 
exercising  an  authority  to  institute  proceedings 
here.    This  Courts  however,  stands  in  no  such  re- 
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lation  to  the  lunatic ;  but  it  is  bound  to  entertain 
a  suit  when  the  committee  has  determined  to  bring 
it — it  has  no  discretion  to  refuse  it. 

On  these  grounds^  and  u])on  principle,  the  power 
of  the  committee  must  be  upheld :  it  is  exercised 
to  protect  the  lunatic  from  the  greatest  possible  in- 
jury— ^from  the  alienation  oi  his  family  j»roparty-^ 
finom  making  him  responsible  for  the  support  of  a 
wife,  entitled  to  no  maintenance. 

Upon  analogy  to  other  cases,  in  what  way  do 
persons  bring  suits  when  labouring  under  infir* 
mity  of  understanding,  and  imbecillity  from  the 
immature  period  of  their  life  ?  The  suit  then  is 
the  act  of  their  guardian ;  he  is  to  the  minw  what 
the  committee  is  to  the  lunatic— he  is  appointed  ta 
have  the  persona  standi. 

In  suits  for  nullity,  the  power  of  the  committee 
has  been  admitted — and  he  has  proceeded  to  the 
dissolution  of  marriage  an  account  of  the  alleged 
incapacity  of  the  party .  Why  not  in  this  suit,  which 
is  not  so  momentous  in  its  consequences  ?  No  in- 
jury is  done  the  woman ;  if  the  lunatic  recovers 
possession  of  his  senses,  he  has  the  power  of  con^ 
donation  if  he  should  think  her  still  an  objeet  of 
compassion. 

On  these  grounds  I  am  without  any  doubt  that 
this  libel  ought  to  be  admitted. 


ARCHBS   COURT   OF   CANTERBURY.  161 


1814 

ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.     mut^ 

lenn, 
Jan.  27. 


Best  v.  Lady  £mily  Best. 

Judgment.  ^.^l^''^- 

stituting  pro- 

Sib    John   NiCHOLL.  ceedmgsina 

matnmonial 

This  is  a  suit  brought  by  Thomas  Best,  Esqr.  ^^^  ^  ^ 

"^  'f  ^  -^        -1      accounted 

against  Lady  Emily  Best>  for  separation  by  reason  of  for. 
adultery. — ^The  marriage  took  place  in  September, 
18(M ;  they  cohabited  together  till  1807,  when  Mr. 
Best  ipvas  confined  within  the  rules  of  the  King's 
Bench  prison. — ^Lady  Emily  at  first  continued  to  re- 
side in  her  own  house,  but  afterwards  went  to 
her  father  s  (the  Earl  of  Alboroughs)  in  Ireland— in 
1808,  she  returned  and  cohabited  with  her  husband 
in  Temple  Place,  within  the  rules  of  the  King's 
Bench — ^it  appears  there  is,  at  least,  one  child,  the 
issue  of  this  marriage. 

In  July,  1808,  she  quitted  her  husband,  and  went 
to  live  with  Mr.  Henry — she  cohabited  with  him  at 
the  Pack  Horse,  at  Tumham  Green;  and  after- 
wards went  and  resided  with  him  at  his  seat,  in 
Ireland — she  lived  with  him  till  he  died,  which  was 
in  February,  1810. — During  this  cohabitation  a 
child  was  bom,  which  was  baptized  as  the  child  of 
Mr.  Henry  and  Lady  Emily  Best. 

VOL.  II.  M 
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1814.  In  1808  Mr.  Best  brought  his  action  agidnst 

Term.  Mr.  Henry,  for  damages,  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench, — in  1809  2,000/.  damages  were  awarded 
to  him — judgment  went  by  default. 

The  present  suit  was  instituted  in  1813. 

Of  the  proof  of  adultery  there  is  no  doubt — 
her  cohabitation  with  Mr.  Henry  is  completely 
proved — ^but  the  Court  requires  something  more — 
the  parties  lived  in  open  adultery  for  a  year  and  a 
half,  and  it  was  not  till  five  years  afterwards  that 
this  suit  was  commenced — without  deciding  how 
far  this  delay  in  bringing  the  suit  may  amount  to  a 
condonation,  at  all  events  the  delay  requires  ex- 
planation.— Why  is^  the  husband  better  able  to 
bring  this  suit  in  1813,  than  in  1808:  This  ex- 
cites the  suspicion  and  presumption  of  former  con 
nivance,  which  must  be  removed.  The  Court 
would  expect  to  be  informed  how  the  adulterer 
became  acquainted  with  the  husband  ?  And  whe- 
ther the  intercourse  was  carried  on  with  clan- 
destinity  ?  All  now  stated  is  consistent  with  the 
husband's  privity,  though  it  is  very  possible  that 
no  privity  existed. — Mr.  Henry  visits  Mr.  Best 
at  Temple  Place — ^Lady  Emily  kissed  her  child 
at  parting,  and  told  her  maid  she  should  return 
the  next  day — ^which  she  did  not — she  wrote  to 
the  maid  the  next  day  to  take  care  of  the  child 
— ^Mr.  Best  had  already  procured  a  nurse  for  it ; 
and  her  maid  went  and  found  her  the  next  day^ 
and  continued  to  live  with  her  and  Mr.  Henry. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  was  a  voluntary 
transfer  of  his  wife  ?  The  Court  would  like  to  be 
informed  whether  he  felt  any  distress  at  his  wife^s 
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Rot  returning;  whether  he  gave  her  licence  to  ^?14- 
go ;  but  there  is  no  one  fact  to  shew  what  his  con-  Term, 
dnct  was  on  the  occasion. 

It  is  tme  an  action  was  brought  in  1 809 — but 
then  judgment  went  by  default.  A  verdict  was  given  . 
for  2000/. :  this  negatives  a  part  of  the  excuse  that 
the  husband  was  unable  to  sue  for  a  divorce  on 
account  of  poverty. — ^Either  the  damages  were  re- 
covered, or  not;  if  they  were  not,  the  circum- 
stance leads  to  the  suspicion  of  collusion — if  they 
were  recovered,  they  must  have  supplied  a  fund 
for  the  prosecution  of  this  suit. 

There  was  every  motive  to  accelerate  the  pro- 
ceedings here ; — a  child  was  bom,  within  eight  or 
nine  months  after  her  cohabitation  with  Mr.  Henry. 
There  was  every  danger  of  a  spurious  issue ;  the 
Jiosband  was  conusant  of  the  situation  of  his 
wife — ^the  fact  was  not  disguised — ^the  child  was 
openly  registered — ^in  fine,  there  is  that  degree  of 
acquiescence  which  requires  explanation. 

It  is  pleaded,  as  usual,  that  the  huisband  has  not 
cohabited  with  his  wife  since  the  discovery  of  the 
adultery — the  Court  is  not  strict  in  requiring  proof 
of  this  article — ^it  generally  is  unnecessary  from  the 
res  gesta — ^the  indignation  of  the  husband,  or  the 
rapidity  with  which  the  suit  has  proceeded,  gene- 
raUy  repels  all  probability  of  connivaace — ^but,  in 
the  present  case,  five  years  have  elapsed  without 
any  pi^ceedings.     . 

These  are  difficulties  which  I  certainly  feel  it  ne- 
cessary to  have  removed  before  I  grant  the  prayer 
of  the  husband. 

The  party  may  either  pray  to  have  the  conclu- 

M  2 
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sion  of  the  cause  rescinded^  and  then  offer  an  affi- 
davit to  shew  how  he  received  the  intelligence 
of  his  wife's  departure^  the  embarrassment  of  his 
circumstances^  and  the  reason  of  the  delay.  For 
.  where  there  is  such  full  proof  of  the  adultery,  I 
am  unwilling  to  drive  a  person,  already  in  distress, 
to  resort  to  the  superior  Court.  Or,  if  the  hus- 
band is  dissatisfied,  and  thinks  he  is  now  entitled 
to  a  decree,  I  am  willing  to  pronounce  my  final 
opinion  immediately-^-and  he  may  carry  the  case 
by  appeal  to  the  superior  Court. 

The  Court  would  not  have  granted  this  indulg- 
ence to  the  husband,  but  that  the  adultery  is  fully 
proved,  and  that  die  embarrassment  of  the  husband 
is  clear. 


Hilary  Jenner  and  Lushinqton  tendered  an   affidavit 

TVrm 

Jan.  25.     on  the  part  of  Mr.  Best. 

Phillimore  and  Dodson  contrcL. 

It  is  impossible  for  the  Court  to  admit  any  affi- 
davit, or,  indeed,  any  statement  whatever,  from 
the  husband. 

In  all  matrimonial  causes  the  judge  is  bound 
to  decide  according  to  the  proofs  before  him,  se- 
cundum allegata  et  probata ;  (a) — if  the  case  is  not 
proved  the  cause  must  be  dismissed ;  but,  above 
all,  it  has  been  universally  held,  as  essential  to  the 
pure  administration  of  justice,  that  in  all  questions, 
involving  either  the  dissolution  of  marriage,  or  se- 

faj  Actore  ncm  probante  soltidki4a  est  rea.    Gail«  Obs.  p.  93. 
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paration  a  mensA  et  toro,  no  credit  whatever  should  i^ii. 
be  given  to  any  statement,  upon  oatb,  either  of  TVnnf 
the  wife,  or  of  the  husband.  In  the  present  in- 
stancie  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  rescind  the 
oondosion  of  the  cause,  not  to  introduce  new  mat- 
ter alleged  to  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
party,  subsequent  to  the  publication  of  the  evi- 
dence ;  but  to  admit  the  oath  of  a  party  principal, 
to  purge  away  a  grave  judicial  suspicion,  growing 
oat  of  the  evidence  which  he  has  himself  intro- 
duced. This  is  contrary  to  the  practice  of  all  ma- 
trimonial courts— /I  practice,  having  a  deeper  found- 
ation than  mere  technical  regulation  and  conve- 
nience, inasmuch  as  it  is  interwoven  with  the  very 
essence  and  foundation  of  justice.  All  writers  on 
the  canon  law  enforce  and  uphold  the  necessity 
of  it.  (i),  (e).  Gails.  observ.  lib.  2.  Maranta  Spec. 
Aur.  par.  6.  1.  7- 

Nor  is  this  practice  confined  to  the  Rota,  or  to 
the  Imperial  Chamber.  AyMe,  in  his  Parergon, 
p.  365,  lays  down  the  same  doctrine.  The  105th 
canon  is  to  the  same  effect.  It  is  indeed  essential 
that  the  old  practice  should  be  adhered  to  as 

(Jk)  Qmqpropter  sicot  in  criminalibuB  ita  quoque  in  hujuBmocU 
GxnHbnB  arduis  duuBis,  probationes  luce  meridian^  dariores  le- 
qoimntiir,  et  hoc  onmiiun  maxim^  prooedit  in  matrimoiiialibus  ai 
ad  diBsolvendnm  matrimonittm  agator. — ^£t  quemadmodum  in  cri- 
nuBalilms  regulariter  non  defertur  juramentum  in  defectum  pro« 
batioQiB;  ita  quoque  in  caus^  matiimoiuali  juiamentum  locum 
non  babet.  Itaque  probationes  debent  esse  plenas  et  perspicu» 
per  confesfliones^  et  testes  omni  exceptione  majores.  Obs.  lib. 
ii.  p.  94. 

(c)  In  causft  arduft  vel  criminali  non  defertur  (TideUcet,  jp- 
lamentum  suppletorium)  Marant.  Spec.  Aur.  par.  6.  1.  7. 
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1814.  affording  the  only  safeguard  against  collusion  and 
?^      perjury,  which  experience  has  been  able  to  suggest. 

The  particular  circumstances  of  this  case  are 
not  such  as  to  justify  the  departure  from  so  unbend- 
ing a  rule.  We  deny  that  the  facts  stated  in  the 
affidavit  can  be  introduced  after  the  evidence  has 
been  made  public ;  but  if  they  are  to  be  intro- 
duced, it  should  be  with  all  the  formality  of  plea  and 
proof — ^thus  affording  to  us  an  opportunity  of  try- 
ing their  validity  by  the  test  of  cross-examination. 
— But^  the  husband  not  having  proved  his  case 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  we  submit  that 
the  only  course  to  be  pursued  is,  to  dismiss  the 
parties. 

{d)  A  matrimonial  cause,  in  the  canon  law,  is 
deemed  a  cause  of  an  arduous  and  important  na- 
ture ,  and  hence  it  is  that,  in  such  a  cause,  an 
oath  is  not  given  in  supply  of  proof,  according 

{d)  No  sentence  of  divorce  to  be  given  upon  the  sole  con- 
fession of  the  parties.  Forasmuch  as  matrimonial  causes  have 
been  always  reckoned  and  reputed  among  the  weightiest ;  and, 
therefore,  require  the  greatest  caution,  when  they  come  to  be 
handled  and  debated  in  judgment,  especially  in  causes  wherein 
matrimony,  having  been  in  the  church  duly  solemnized,  is  re- 
quired, upon  any  suggestion  or  pretext  whatsoever,  to  be  dis » 
solved  or  annulled :  we  do  straitly  charge  and  enjoin.  That  in 
all  proceedings  to  divorce,  and  nullities  of  matrimony,  good 
circumspection  and  advice  be  used ;  and  that  the  truth  may 
(as  fiar  as  is  possible)  be  sifted  out  by  the  depositions  of  wit- 
nesses, and  other  lawful  proofs  and  evictions ;  and  that  credit 
be  not  giv^i  to  the  sole  confession  of  the  parties  themselves, 
howsoever  taken  upon  oath,  either  within  or  without  the 
Court.     Canon  105. 

The  concluding  words  of  the  canon  of  1597,  are  Nee  par- 
tium  confessioni,  quae  in  his  causis  seepe  (bSIbx  est,  temer^  con* 
fidatur. 
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to  the  commou  and  received  doctriae  of  all  the       ^^l^- 
commentators,  and  the  gloss  of  the  canon  law.  fj^ 

Jenner  and  Lushingtony  in  reply. 

The  arguments  do  not  apply ;  as  the  authorities 
cited  go  to  cases  of  dissolution  of  marriage.  Here 
we  only  wish  to  introduce  the  jur amentum  supple- 
tarium  in  aid  of  that  which  is  imperfectly  proved 
— not  to  substantiate  adultery — ^that  is  established 
beyond  all  doubt^  but  to  clear  up  another  point 
on  which  the  Court  is  not  quite  satisfied.  The 
Court  is  not  restricted  as  to  the  mode  by  which 
it  shall  enquire  and  satisfy  itself  as  to  any  suspicion 
it  may  entertain  of  connivance  or  collusion. 

No  hardship  is  inflicted  on  the  wtfe  by  this  mode 
of  proceeding ;  she  might  have  pleaded  any  facts 
in  bar  of  divorce :  the  husband  would  then  have 
had  an  opportunity  of  putting  in  his  answers ;  but 
she  offers  no  defence. 

In  the  present  case  we  do  not,  by  affidavit,  attempt 
to  prove  the  criminality  of  the  vnfe,  or  to  oppose 
any  defence  set  up  by  her ;  but  to  explain  the  con- 
duct of  the  husband,  on  a  point  respecting  which 
the  Court  has  expressed  some  doubt. 

Per  Curiam, 

A  preliminary  question  is  raised,  whether  the  sa- 
tisfaction required  can  be  given  by  the  affidavit  of 
the  husband. 

In  the  principal  cause  I  was  fiilly  of  opinion  that 
there  was  entire  proof  of  the  criminality  of  the 
wife — ^bnt  I  thought  that  the  delay  in  bringing  the 
suit  required  some  explanation.  The  wife  set  up 
no  case ;  she  did  not  suggest  connivance,  nor  sub- 
sequent condonation.    The  Court  itself  took  the 
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ifii4.       objection,  thinking  itself  bound,  in  point  of  jos-. 

^  tice;to  give  the  husband  asx  opportunity  of  ex- 
plaining  his  conduct.  The  Court  rescinded  the 
conclusion  of  the  cause  not  to  allow  the  husband 
to  supply  proof  of  the  criminality  of  the  wife,  or 
to  answer  any  defence  set  up  by  her — ^but  merely  to 
explain  the  delay,  and  the  Court  thought  the  expla^ 
nation  (being  merely  confined  to  that  point)  mi^t 
be  made'by  affidavit — ^the  wife  had  made  no  reply — 
she  had  no  right  to  require  a  more  formal  mode  of 
enquiry ;  for  there  was  no  objection,  taken  on  her 
part,  to  the  conduct  of  the  husband.  The  Court 
called  for  explanation  to  satisfy  itself  and  its  own 
difficulties, — to  protect  itself,  or  rather  to  protect 
society  from  the  collusion  of  both  parties.  If  there 
is  any  connivance,  the  explanation  would  operate 
as  much  against  one  party  as  the  other.  In  this 
view  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  Court  is 
precluded  from  admitting  the  explanation  in  the 
form  of  an  affidavit. 

In  this  view  also,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  au- 
thorities cited  apply  to  the  question.  It  is  true 
that,  in  matrimonial  causes,  there  must  be  proof 
of  the  fact  by  witnesses.  The  prtssertim  of  the 
105th  canon  (e)  seems  to  apply  to  cases  of  nuUity 
— =but,  in  the  enacting  part,  it  applies  to  divorce 
as  well  as  nullity. 

I  In  this  pause,  is  the  Court,  by  admitting  the 
affidavit,  violating  the  injunctions  of  the  canon  r 
It  has  observed  due  caution  ;  and,  in  consequence 
of  that  caution,  the  affidavit  is  required — it  give& 

(e)  See  page  166. 


The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Best  was  then  read:  it 
stated  in  substance^ 

^'  That  in  1807  he  had  become  embarrassed  in 
his  cdrcnmstanc^s^  and  under  the  necessity  of  sur- 
rendering himself  to  the  King's  Bench  Prison,  and 
his  wife  went  to  reside  with  her  father  and  mother 
the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Alborough^  in  Ireland ; 
that,  in  March,  1808,  he  obtained  the  rules  of  the 
King's  Bench  Prison ;  and  the  best  habitation  he 
oonld  get  within  them,  situated  at  Temple  Place ; 
and  his  wife  then  came  to  reside  with  him,  and 
continued  to  do  so  till  she  eloped  with  Joseph 
Henry,  as  despribed  in  the  libel:  That  prior  to 
his  marriage,  when  he  was  paying  his  addresses  to 
Lady  Emily,  he  had  frequently  met  the  said  Joseph 
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no  credit  to  the  confession  of  the  parties— this  af-  W4. 
fidayit  is  merely  eiq)lanatory~^if  a  plea  had  been  Temi, 
given  in  by  the  wife,  and  the  husband  had  put  in 
answers  to  it,  upon  oath,  the  Court  would  have 
be^i  at  liberty  to  have  looked  into  those  answers. 

After  paying  every  attention  to  the  arguments 
advanced,  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  am  not  violating 
any  principles  of  law,  or  any  rules  of  practice,  in 
admitting  this  afiBldavit — it  is  hot  admitted  as  sup- 
pletory  proofs  but  merely  to  explain  whether  the 
husband  has  come  into  Court  with  clean  hands. 

All  the  necessary  circumstances  being  proved 
,g^  the  wife,  1^  ..ffidavit  i.  cdled  for  to  r^ 
move  the  scruples  of  the  Court.  I  shall  allow  it 
to  be  read. 
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1814-  Henry  at  her  father's,  and  had  always  studiously 
TVmf  avoided  him ;  and  that  when  he  called  on  him, 
after  his  marriage,  at  his  residence  in  Stratford 
Place,  he  had  not  returned  his  visit. 

That  after  Lady  Emily  took  up  her  residence  in 
Temple  Place,  he  was  one  day  told,  by  his  servant, 
to  his  great  surprise,  that  Mr.  Henry  had  called 
upon  him — ^that  he  called  again  about  a  week  after- 
wards, and  the  deponent  found  him  in  the  drawing 
room  waiting  his  return ;  and  he  expressly  swears 
that  he  had  no  other  intercourse  whatever  with  the 
said  Joseph  Henry  than  he  has  stated,  and  that  he 
had  not  the  least  suspicion  of  any  improper  inter- 
course subsisting  between  him  and  his  wife. 

That  when  Lady  Emily  eloped  from  his  house, 
she  was  suckling  a  child,  and  he  was  obliged  to  en- 
gage the  wife  of  one  of  his  servants  to  take  charge 
of,  and  to  suckle,  the  infant  which  she  left  behind 
her.  That  he  employed  Mr.  Stokes  as  his  attorney, 
who,  by  his  direction,  brought  an  action  against 
Joseph  Henry,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
for  criminal  conversation  with  the  deponent's 
wife;  and  Joseph  Henry  having  suffered  judg- 
ment to  go  by  default,  the  sheriff's  jury  awarded 
2,000/.  damages.  Judgment  was  signed  in  Hilary 
Term,  1 809,  and  Joseph  Henry  paid  the  damages  to 
Mr.  Stokes,  in  April,  1809:  but  Mr.  Stokes  retained 
the  same  on  account  of  his  demands  against  the  de- 
ponent ;  that  he  then  instructed  Mr.  Stokes  to  take 
the  necessary  steps  to  procure  a  divorce ;  but  he 
was  advised  that  he  could  not  then  proceed  against 
his  wife,  on'account  of  her  absence  in  Ireland.  But 
on  her  return  to   England,  in  March,  1810,  he 
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again  urged  his  attorney  to  proceed  agmnst  her ;  ^^.H. 
that  he  said  it  would  be  attended  with  considerable  Term. 
expence^  that  he  had  no  fdnds  in  hand  to  meet  it ; 
that  he  had  applied  the  2^000/.^  recovered  as  da- 
mages, in  payment  of  his  own  demands  and  for  other 
debts ;  and  that  there  was  still  a  considerable  ba- 
lance dne  to  him — ^that  the  deponent  was  then 
wholly  in  the  power  of  Mr«  Stokes,  to  whom  he 
had  conveyed  his  estates,  in  trust  for  the  benefit 
of  his  creditors ;  and  that  he  was  unable  to  proceed 
against  his  wife  for  want  of  money  to  carry  on  the 
suit — ^that  a  suit  in  Chancery  was  instituted  by  his 
creditors  against  the  deponent,  Mr.  Stokes,  and 
Messrs.  Barrow,  Lousado,  and  Co.  to  whom  the 
produce  of  the  deponenf  s  estates  in  the  West 
Indies  had  been  consigned,  and  thereby  his  whole 
affairs  were  thrown  into  confdsion,  and  he  could 
barely  obtain  an  allowanqe  sufficient  for  his  sub- 
sistence— that  he  frequently  entreated  Messrs. 
Barrow,  Lousado,  and  Co.,  to  advance  him  a  suf- 
ficient sum  to  enable  him  to  proceed  in  obtaining 
a  divorce.  That  in  1812  he  determined  to  em- 
ploy another  attorney,  and  dismissed  Mr.  Stokes ; 
that  in  April,  1812,  an  order  was  obtained  to  dis- 
miss the  Chancery-  suit ;  that  his  creditors  were 
then  paid  their  demands  by  Messrs.  Barrow  and 
Lousado.  That  one  of  the  first  instructions  he 
gave  his  new  solicitor  was  to  proceed  in  obtaining 
a  divorce;  that  in  the  spring  of  1813  his  mer- 
chants promised  to  supply  him  with  sufficient  mo- 
ney for  that  purpose ;  and  that  subsequently  he 
has  not  lost  any  time  in  instituting  and  conduct- 
ing proceedings  in  this  Court.'' 
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1814, 

Hilarjf 

Termn 


Feb.  24. 

Affidavit  of 
the  husband 
admitted  to 
•atiafythe 
Court  as  to 
the  reason  of 
his  delay  in 
instituting 
proceedings. 


Judgment. 

8iB  John  Nichqi«l. 

The  affidavit  appears  to  go  satisfactorily  to  all 
the  points :— previous  knowledge  is  negatived,—  the 
means  the  husband  used  to  obtain  redress,  and  the 
causes  which  prevented  him,  are  set  forth^ — and, 
lastly,  there  has  been  no  condonation. 

In  any  other  than  a  matrimonial  cause  the 
Court  would  not  have  required  such  an  explana- 
tion— if  the  defendant  had  not  set  up  such  matter 
in  defence,  the  Court  would  have  presumed  that 
no  such  ground  of  defence  existed. 

In  the  present  case  the  Court  has  received  ex* 
planation  in  the  solemn  and  fiiU  affidavit  of  the 
party ;  and  feels  itself  bound  to  pronounce  that 
Mr.  Best  has  proved  his  libel,  and  is  entitled  to  a 
sentence  of  separation  from  his  wife. 
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Jan.  29. 

Dickenson  v.  Dickenson. 

William    DICKENSON,    of   Brocklesby,    in  tn^^^on  a 
Lincolnshire,  Steward  to  Lord  Yarborongh,  died  ^Sd'iJ/Sl 
on  the  19th  of  July,  1818,  possessed  of  consider-  J^Jt^ 
able  personal  property — a  will,  dated  January  8,  ?«>*»*«• 
1795,  was  found  in  a  book  case  in  the  steward's  of>- 
fice,  at  Lord  Yarborough's,  together  with  other  pri- 
vate papers  and  securities  belonging  to  him — the 
will  was  r^ularly  executed  and  attested  by  three 
witnesses ;  but  several  alterations  and  erasures  had 
been  made  in  it,  by  the  deceased,  in  pencil — and 
there  was  on  the  enclosure  the  following  indorse- 
ment, written  also  in  pencil  by  the  deceased* 

To  my  wife  one  hundred  and  sixty  pounds  per 
(mMtm,  so  hng  as  she  renuiins  a  widow ;  in  case 
she  marries  again^  this  annuity  ceases;  and  the 
money  in  the  fund  in  my  name^  she  to  receive 
for  her  own  use  and  benefit.  The  furniture^  as 
mentioned  within.  The  books  to  be  given  to  R. 
Jowitty  of  Leeds  J  Woohtiqpler^  as  desired  by  J.  D. 
deceased. 

The  question  before  the  Court  was  as  to  the 
testamentary  effect  of  the  alterations  in  pencil — 
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1814.       they  were  propounded  by  the  widow,  and  opposed 
Term.       by  the  brother  who  was  one  of  the  executors  in  the 
^""v— ^     will; 

I,.  At  the  period  when  the  will  was  originally  exe- 

DicKEKBON.  cuted,  the  deceased  had  two  sons  living  whom  he 
had  constituted  his  residuary  legatees.  The  one 
had  died  on  the  13th  of  September,  1804 ;  the 
other  on  the  16th  of  August,  1811.  It  was 
pleaded,  that  by  the  initials  ^^  J.  D.''  on  the  in- 
dorsement the  deceased  intended  to  designate 
Joseph  Dickenson,  the  last  of  his  sons  who  died. 

Swabey,  Jenner,  and  Gostlingy  in  opposition  to 
the  allegation. 

The  question  is  quo  animo  this  paper  was  al- 
tered— ^the  circumstances  pleaded  are  not  sufficient 
to  sustain  an  imperfect  writing — ^the  death  of  the 
two  sons,  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased,  and  the 
custody  of  the  paper,  are  all  the  facts  relied  upon 
— ^the  time  when  the  alterations  were  made  is  not 
clear — it  might  have  been  at  any  period  subsequent 
to  the  death  of  the  first  son,  in  1804.  There  is 
no  recognition — ^no  sudden  death — ^the  material 
with  which  it  is  written  is  not  unimportant,  as  was 
held  in  Rymes  v.  Clarkson  (a) — ^in  fine,  the  memo- 
randa are  such  as  a  man  writes  when  he  has  it  in 
deliberation  to  do  a  future  act. 

The  envelope  carries  the  case  no  further ;  it  is 
merely  deliberative,  and  shews  an  intention  to  do 
more. 

Adams  and  Ltishington,  contri. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  deceased's  in- 

(a)  Vol.  I.  p.  22.  . 
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tention  was  to  increase  his  wife's  annuity^  and  to      ^}^' 
substitate  another  executor ;  there  is  no  great  im-       Term. 

probability  that  he  should  do  it  in  this  form — on     ^''^v— ^ 

-     ^        ^         ,  •       i-        I.-      I.    •     D1CKBN8ON 

the  face  of  another  paper  coming  from  him,  he  is        ,;, 

proved  to  have  Tjeen  an  ignorant  man — he  might  Dickbnsow. 
suppose  (as  is  commonly  supposed)  that  any  writ- 
ing  would  dispose  of  personal  property. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  deceased  made  his  will  in  January,  1795 ;  it 
was  regularly  executed  and  attested  by  three  wit- 
nesses— and  he  left  his  two  sons  his  residuary  le- 
gatees. 

The  sons  died  before  the  testator — one  in  1804 
— ^the  other  in  1811 — ^the  will  was  found  in  the 
repositories  of  the  deceased — ^in  an 'envelope  en- 
dorsed "William  Dickenson's  will" — ^there  are  al- 
terations  in  pencil  in  the  body  of  the  will — these 
alterations  are  all  pleaded  to  be  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  deceased — ^the  exact  time  when  they  were 
made  is  not  pleaded — ^but  there  is  a  strong  proba- 
bility that  it  was  after  the  death  of  both  the  sons. 

The  question  is  whether  probate  is  to  be  given 
of  this  paper  as  it  was  originally  executed — or 
with  the  alterations : — ^the  alteration  being  in  pen- 
cil, increases  the  difficulty — ^it  has  been  argued  that, 
from  this  circumstance,  they  must  be  considered 
as  merely  deliberative ;  but  there  is  no  doubt  that, 
in  point  of  law,  they  must  be  considered  as  equally 
valid  as  if  made  in  ink,  provided  the  deceased  in- 
tended them  to  take  effect. 

Primd  facie  it  may  be  supposed,  under  the 
arcumstances,  that  the. alteration  was  intended — 


DicKiirsoK 
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and,  as  such,  the  paper  at  least  aaght  to  go  to 
proof.     I  say  primd  facie,  because  other  extrih<- 
sic  circomstaDces  may  hereafter  be  offered  which 
may  shew  that  they  were  merely  deliberatitB. 
DzcKswBow.       The  alterations  are  made  with  considerable  care 

— ^the  sum  is  carried  out  into  the  opposite  side^-^ 
the  difficulty,  is,  that  tha  annuity,  twice  in  the  will, 
remains  uncorrected — but  it  is  observable  that 
it  is  no  where  left  uncorrected  in  the  dispositive 
part,  but  merely  in  tiie  recital. 

The  alteration  also  is  highly  probable^-^-after  the 
deiitfa  of  his  chUdr^i  it  was  natural  that  he  should 
increase  the  provision  of  his  widow — ^the  memo- 
randum on  the  envelope  is  strongly  confirmatory 
of  the  intention  of  the  deceased — it  might  be  made 
in  order  to  render  more  clear  the.  alterations  in 
the  will ;  and,  also,  to  have  effect,  if  ^  more  formal 
will  should  not  be  drawn  up. 

If  the  deceased  meant  these  alterations  as  a  sub-- 
stratum  for  a  new  will,  it  does  not  seem  probable 
that  he  would  have  written  this  indorsement  on 
the  envelope — ^again  it  is  pleaded  that  the  instru- 
ment was  put  away  securely  in  his  repositories 
with  money,  and  other  papers  of  concern^ — it  was 
not  at  hand,  as  if  he  was  deliberating  upon  it — ^his 
death  was  not  sudden,  which  confirms  the  idea  tiiat 
he  did  mean  and  intend  this  paper  to  operate  in 
its  present  form — ^the  probability  of  this  is  strong, 
if  he  lived  on  affectionate  terms  with  his  wife. 

The  circumstances  taken  together  lead  my  mind 
strongly  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  deceased  did 
intend  this  provision  to  be  made  for  his  wife — and 
I  shaQ  admit  this  allegation  to  proof. 
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■ 

The  couBsel  should  consider  in  what  way  pro-       l^^^. 

Hilary 

bate  may  best  be  prayed.    There  i6  a  strong  im-  Term. 

pression  on  my  muid^  that  by  granting  probate  I  ^^^v—' 

shall  carry  into  effect  the  intentions  of  the  de-  ^, 

ceased.  (6)  IWc»bm8oh. 


re- 


1814. 

Harris  v,  Bedford^  formerly  Manooch.  Hilary 

I  em, 
Jan.  29. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl.  Thepresump- 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  beyond  all  controversy »  ^tt  ^Zm 
for  they  are  admitted  in  the  answers.    The  will  ISISSStloii 
is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased^  doncluding  SSHed,'*'*^*' 
in  the  following  terms :  ^^ 

"This  being  written  throughout  with  my 
"  own  hand,  I  am  led  to  believe,  from  coon- 
"  sel's  opinion,  that  it  will  stand  good  in  the 
"eye  of  the  law.  I,  therefore,  revoking 
"all  former  wills  by  me  made,  in  witness 
"  whereof  set  my  hand  and  seal  the  seventh 
"  day  of  January,  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
"  dred  and  nine. 

Jan.  7,  1809. 

Signed,  sealed,  and  declared 
by  the  testator,  F.  P.  Man- 

oo^^iib  u»t  win  «d  «  p   p   MANOOCH." 

tetfament  in  the  presence  w.^**. 

of  OS. 

(i)  No  farther  opposition  was  offered  in  this  case ;  but  on  the 
20th  of  July,  1S18,  Probate  was  taken  of  the  will  as  pro- 
ponnded  wi&  the  alterations  in  pencil. 
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1814.  From  the  circumstance  of  there  being  no  wit- 

Term,  ncsscs  to  the  attestation  clause,  the  Court  is 
bound  to  presume  that  the  deceased  intended 
to  do  some  further  act — certainly  the  paper  is 
Bedfoed.  imperfect — ^and  the  presumption  against  it  must 
be  repelled,  either  by  its  being  shewn  that  he  in- 
tended it  to  operate  in  its  present  form,  or  that  he 
was  prevented  from  finishing  it  by  the  act  of 
God.  It  diflfers  from  the  last  case  (c) — for  there 
was  nothing  in  that  from  whence  it  could  be  in- 
ferred that  the  deceased  intended  to  do  something 
more — ^here,  certainly,  such  an  intention  is  to  be 
presumed — but  the  presumption  is  slight^  and 
may  be  repelted  by  slight  circumstances.  He 
was  a  military  man,  had  lived  much  abroad,  and 
was  unacquainted  with  business. 

The  following  circumstances  shew  that  the  de- 
ceased intended  this  will  to  take  eflFect — he  left  a 
natural  son — ^brought  up  with  great  care  and  atten- 
tion, and  treated  with  great  regard,  till  the  time  of 
his  death — his  wife  and  daughter  were  provided 
for  by  his  marriage  settlement — the  object  of  this 
will  was  to  divide  his  property  into  thirds  be- 
tween his  wife,  his  daughter,  and  his  natural  son 
— his  wishes  on  this  head  are  strongly  expressed 
in  a  letter  which  has  been  exhibited. 

"  Believe  me,  my  dear  Henry,  when  I  assure 
you  that  my  wife,  little  Anne,  and  yourself,  are 
the  most  particular  considerations  I  have  on  earth ; 
and  that  whatever  I  may  say  or  do,  with  regard 
to  either,  proceeds  from  the  strongest  aflFection." 

(c)  Dicken&on  v.  Dickenson.  See  p.  173. 
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It  iA  impossible  that  words  can  stronger  express 
his  intention  than  these  do.  He  addressed  this  letter 
to  his  son  abont  a  fortnight  before  his  death— it  is 
admitted  that  the  deceased  was  a  reserved  man  in 
his  affairs^  except  to  his  wife — and  it  is  proved  he, 
at  different  times,  and  particularly  within  a  short 
time  of  his  death,  declared  to  her  that  he  *had 
made  his  will,  which  he  produced  and  read  all 
infer  to  her.  This  is  a  sort  of  publication  of  it 
in  its  present  form — ^the  leaving  his  natural  son  un- 
provided for,  was  the  thing  furthest  from  his  mind. 
I  am  convinced  that  he  died  with  the  fiill  intention 
that  this  paper  should  operate  as  his  will ;  and  I 
pronounce  for  it  as  such. 


1614. 
Hilary 
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Term.       NiCHOLsaiidNiCHOLsby,theirguardiaiii;.NiCHOLS. 
A  will,  not      Thomas  NICHOLS  of  Southampton  died  on 

,  written  with  * 

ateBtament-     the*23d  of  January,  1813 — ^his  wife  survived  him  : 

ary  intention,  j  i       i    >• 

set  aside.  and  he  left  a  son  and  daughter,  by  a  former  wife, 
who  were  minors.  The  children  appeared  by  their 
guardians ;  and  propounded  the  following  paper  as 
the  last  will  of  the  deceased. 

"  I  leave  my  prt^rty  between  my  child- 
ren ;  I  hope  they  will  be  virtuous,  and  in- 
dependent ;  that  they  will -worship  God,  and 
"  not  black  coats. 
"July  30,  1803. 

"THOMAS  NICHOLS. 
"  Witness  Thomas  King." 

The  widow  opposed  the  validity  of  this  testa- 
mentary paper,  and  prayed  the  Court  to  proQeunce 
for  an  intestacy. 

Bumaby  and  Herbert,  in  support  of  the  will. 
The  paper  was  executed  and  written  by  the  de- 
ceased, a  professional  person ;  and  found  after  his 
death  in  the  custody  of  the  friend  into  whose  hands 
he  had  deliveredit— it  speaks  forits  own  validity —the 
attention  of  the  deceased^was  particularly  called  to 
consider  what  would  be  the  operation  of  such  a  pa- 
per— ^there  was  a  moral  approbation  of  its  contents 
— ^it  makes  the  same  distribution  that  the  law  would 
have  made ;  if  he  had  forgotten  it,  that  circum- 
stance would  not  impeach  its  validity — at  all  events 
the  evidence  of  the  only  witness  examined  is  wholly 
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inadmissible,  as  it  is  in  direct  contradiction  to  his 
own  act. 

Adams  and  Ltishinfftan,  contrh. 

The  instrument  has  no  appearance  of  a  testa- 
mentary paper ;  it  is  admitted  to  have  been  written 
in  a  moment  of  levity,  on  a  careless  occasion,  after 
dinner,and  after  wine — ^it  was  not  intended  to  beope- 
rative,  but  to  be  imitative  of  another  paper ;  there 
was  no  publication  of  it : — ^the  writer  left  it  to  its  fate 
— ^King  took  it  up,  wrote  his  name  without  being 
asked,  and  locked  it  in  his  iron  safe.  There  is  a 
total  failure  of  proof,  that  the  deceased  had  a  mind 
and  intention  to  consider  it  as  his  will. 

Bumaby  and  Herbert^  in  reply. 

The  words  distinctly  amount  to  a  publication, 
"  there  is  as  good  a  will,  as  I  believe  I  shall  now 
make  f  *  the  whole  rests  on  the  testimony  of  one 
witness — ^his  conduct  is  most  important,  because  it  is 
indirect  opposition  tohis  testimony;  if  King  had  died 
at  any  moment  within  the  last  ten  years,  no  objection 
could  have  been  raised  to  the  validity  of  the  paper. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  case  under  singular  circumstances — the 
deceased  died  in  January,  1813,  leaving  a  widow, 
and  two  children  by  a  former  wife — ^the  will  is  in 
these  terms : 

"1  leave  my  property  between  my  child- 
^*  ren ;  I  hope  they  will  be  virtuous  and  in- 
"  dependent ;  that  they  will  worship  God,  and 
"  not  black  coats. 

July  30,  1803.  «  THOMAS  NICHOLS. 

"Witness  Thomas  King." 
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1S14.  It  is  proved  and  admitted  that  this  paper  was 

Term.      written  and  signed  by  the  deceased,  and  that  he 

was  of  sound  mind  at  the  time ;  but  Thomas  King, 

a  subscribed  witness,  gives  the  following  account 
Nichols,     gf  the  transaction : — 

^'  The  deponent  is  steward  to  Sir  Charles  Mill^ 

'^  whose  8(^citor  the  deceased  was — ^he  knew  him 
intimately  for  twenty  years — ^when  they  had  any 
business  to  transact  together,  it  was  their  custom 
to  dine  together  at  the  house  of  each  other.  On 
the  30th  of  July,  1803,  the^  deceased  dined  with 
the  deponent— after  dinner  they  adjourned,  as 
usual,  to  the  deponent's  book-room,  where  they 

"  drank  their  wine,  which  never  exceeded  a  pint 
each,  with,  perhaps,  a  glass  or  two  of  white 
wine.    The  deponent  and  the  deceased  used  to 

^^  talk  famiharly  with  him  on  many  subjects — ^he 
was  in  the  habit  of  ridiculing  the  tautology  of 
lawyers,  who,  he  said,  employed  a  vast  number 
of  unnecessary  words — ^that  having  finished  their 

^^  wine,  the  deponent  took  from  a  drawer  a  paper 
which  he  had  drawn  up  as  his  will ;  and,  shewing 
it  to  the   deceased,  said  something  ridiculing 

^^  lawyers  spinning  out  papers,  and  asked  him  it  if 
was  not  as  good  a  will  as  if  it  had  been  spun 
out  to  a  great  length  by  a  lawyer — the  deceased 
replied,  not  only  a  valid  will,  but  a  devilish  good 
one  ;  and,  asking  for  pen  and  ink,  took  a  sheet 
of  paper,  imd  writing   the  paper  propounded, 

"  threw  it  towards  the  deponent,  saying,  very  care- 
lessly, there,  that  is  as  good  a  will  as  I  shall 
probably  ever  make.     These  he  recollects  to  have 

"  been  the  very  words  spoken — ^he  did  not  request 
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**  the  deponent  to  take  care  of  the  paper,  or  say 
"  another  word  about  it — or,  from  that  time  to  his 
"  death,  ever  allude  to  it — and  the  deponent  verily 
"believed  that  he  never  recollected  that  such  a 
**  paper  was  in  existence — a  very  short  time  after- 
"  wards  the  deceased  shook  hands  with  the  depo- 
"  nent,  and  went  away,  leaving  the  paper  on  the 
"table.  When  the  deceased  was  gone,  the  de- 
"  ponent  wrote  his  name  as  witness  to  the  signa- 
"  tare  ;  (he  was  not  requested  by  the  deceased  so 
"  to  do)  he  then  folded  up  the  paper,  wrote  on 
'■  the  back  *  the  will  of  Thomas  Nichols,  Esq.,  of 
"Southampton,  July  30,  1803;'  and  put  it  into 
"  his  iron  safe,  where  it  remained,  with  many  other 
"  loose  papers,  till  after  the  deceased's  death.  The 
"deponent  does  not  believe  that  the  deceased, 
"  when  he  wrote  the  paper,  intended  to  make  his 
"  vnll,  or  that  such  paper  should  ever  operate  as 
"  such  ;  but  he  always  considered,  and  does  still 
"think,  that  it  was  written  without  any  other 
"view  than  in  imitation  of  the  paper  the  depo- 
"nent  had  so  shewn  him — a  copy  of  which  he 
"annexed  to  his  deposition,  and  to  shew  the  de- 
"  ponent  he  could  exceed  him  in  brevity — and  the 
"deponent  is  confirmed  in  this  opinion  by  the 
"  practice  of  the  deceased  on  other  occasions ;  the 
"  deponent  being  in  the  habit  of  drawing  speci- 
"  mens  of  leases,  and  other  instruments,  wherein 
"  very  few  words  were  used,  which  he  shewed  to 
"  the  deceased ;  and  he,  upon  such  occasions,  uni- 
"  formly  wrote  others  still  shorter,  by  way  of  shew- 
"  ing  that  he  could  exceed  him  in  brevity.  The 
"deponent  never  considered  the  paper   as    the 
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^^  deceased's  will^  but  as  the  deceased's  specimen  of 
^^  a  short  will :  and  as  such  he  signed  his  name  as 
"  a  witness  to  it,  and  endorsed  it,  and  put  it  in  his 
iron  safe.  He  farther  saith,  that  his  intimacy 
'^with  the  deceased  continued  till  his  death  in 
January  last — that,  during  his  illness,  he  visited 
him  about  once  a  week  for  five  weeks  together 
— upon  those  occasions,  ^not  considering  the  afore - 
'^  said  paper  as  intended  as  a  will,  and  under- 
standing from  the  deceased  that  he  had  made  no 
will,  he  was  very  urgent  with  him  to  make 
*'a  will — the  deceased's  answer  to  such  applica- 
"  tions  being,  that  he  did  not  know  but  that  the 
•  *  law  would  make  a  better  will,  or  as  good  a  will, 
"  for  him  as  he  could  make — ^but  the  deponent  and 
"  others  Jiaving  pressed  him  to  make  a  will,  the 
"  deceased  did  at  length,  shortly  before  his  death, 
*^  say,  that  when  he  got  a  little  better  he  would, 
"  to  satisfy  his  friends,  make  a  will ;  but  this  he 
*^  did  not  live  to  do — ^he  grew  worse  daily — that  the 
"  deponent  never  alluded  to  the  paper  writing,  for 
"  he  had  himself  forgotten  that  such  a  paper  was 
"  in  existence." 

The  same  witness,  in  answer  to  an  interrogatory, 
says,  "  that  a  few  days  after  the  death  of  the  de- 
"  ceased,  Sarah  Nichols,  his  widow,  told  the  re- 
^'  spondent  she  could  find  no  will ;  and  asked  him, 
"  as  he  was  the  confidential  friend  of  her  husband, 
"  if  he  had  left  a  will  in  his  hands.  He  replied.  No, 
"  he  never  left  any  will  with  me  ;  but  added  that, 
if  it  would  give  her  any  satisfaction,  he  would 
search  his  papers,  which  she  requested  he  would 
'^  do,  saying,  that  she  concluded  from  the  intimacy 
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"  that  subsisted  between  them^  if  her  husband  had 
"left  any  will,  with  any  one,  it  would  be  with 
"  the  respondent.  The  respondent  had  then  no 
thoughts  of  the  paper  in  question ;  nor  did  the 
circumstances  of  the  same  having  been  written 
"  occur  to  him,  till,  on  turning  out  the  various 
papers  that  were  in  the  safe,  he  found  it  there  — 
that  the  respondent  thought  so  lightly  of  it  when 
"  he  went  to  Sarah  Nichols,  and  shewed  it  her, 
"  that  he  said.  This  is  all  I  have  got,  and  you  may 
^  put  it  into  the  fire.  The  respondent  does  verily 
**  believe  that  the  deceased  departed  this  life  with- 
"  out  the  least  recollection  of  the  paper  being  in 
"  existence — ^that  the  deceased  and  his  wife  lived 
"  on  the  best  terms  together,  and  the  greatest  love 
"  and  affection  subsisted  between  them.'' 

This  is  the  account  given  by  the  only  witness, 
whose  name  is  subscribed  to  the  paper ;  and  if  this 
evidence  can  be  received,  and  is  to  be  credited, 
this  is  not  the  will  of  the  deceased,  for  it  wants  the 
great  requisite,  the  armm8_  Jest  audi ;  it  was  not 
written  with  the  mind  and  intention  to  make  a 
will.  A  question  has  been  made  whether  this  evi- 
dence can  be  received.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
ean  and  must  be  received  ; — it  is  the  evidence  of 
the  attesting  witness,  who  must  be  produced,  and 
whose  testimony  is  common  to  both  parties.  What 
credit  may  be  due  to  it  is  another  question.  A 
witness  attests  a  will  for  the  purpose  of  giving  au- 
thenticity to  the  factum  of  the  instrument :  the 
animus  testandi  is  the  very  point  into  which  the 
Court  of  Probate  is  to  enquire — the  mere  act  of 
witnessing  or  signing  does  not  exclude,  of  neces- 
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sity^  the  absence  of  the  animus  testandi  any  more 
than  the  mere  act  of  cancellation  exdades  of  ne- 
cessity the  absence  of  the  animus  revocandi.  It 
may  have  been  signed  under  duress^  or  under  other 
circumstances  yvheh  there  was  no  intention  to  make 
a  testamentary  disposition. 

The  evidence  is  admissible,  but  is  certainly  to 
be  received  with  great  caution,  the  paper  being  dis- 
positive ;  and  the  witness  having  signed  it  must  be 
heard  with  jealousy  to  depose  against  the  effect  of 
his  own  act — it  is  true  the  attestation  clause  is  not 
in  the  usual  form ;  it  is  merely  the  word  witness  :" 
but  still  that  infers  an  attestation  of  the  act  of  the 
deceased ;  and  the  witness  must  be  carefully  heard 
by  the  Court. 

The  evidence  then  being  admissible,  the  next 
question  is.  Does  the  Court  believe  this  account  ? 
The  witness  is  in  a  respectable  situation  in  life ; 
wholly  unimpeached  in  credit  and  character  ;  the 
confidential  friend  of  the  deceased  ;  and  no  possi- 
ble inducement  is  suggested  why  he  should  declare 
upon  oath  a  false  account  of  the  transaction — ^the 
account  he  gives,  though  whimsical,  is  neither  un- 
natural, nor  improbable  ;  the  internal  evidence 
of  the  paper  strongly  corroborates  it,  as  do  also 
the  extrinsic  circumstances — he  says  the  deceased 
wrote  it  in  order  to  shew  in  how  few  words  a  will 
might  be  .written  —  there  is  something  of  levity  in 
the  expression  *^  Worship  God,  and  not  black 
coats :"  it  is  in  imitation  of  one  written  by  the 
witness ;  his  is  in  these  words : 

I  give  and  devise  all  my  property,  real  and 
personal,  to  Mary  my  wife,  to  be  divided  by  her, 
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as  she  shall  think  proper,  between  all  my  children, 
either  in  her  life-time  or  by  mil  (reserving  enough 
far  her  own  comforts.)  I  hope  my  children 
wiU  obey  their  mothev,  love  each  other,  and  be 
pious  and  virtuous ;  that  they  worship  God  and 
not  man,  nor  ever  practise  the  trade  of  a  butcher, 
nor  ever  accept  of  any  place  in  the  navy  or  army. 
But  th^  will  endeavour  to  plant  and  extend  hap- 
piness, to  raise  cottages  for  industry  and  honesty, 
and  make  the  desert  smile  toith  plenty  and  inno- 
cence ;  that  they  unll  despise  only  those  who  mono- 
polize the  earth  for  the  gratification  of  their  own 
hucury  and  pride ;  and  that  they  will  look  up  to 
none  as  their  superior  but  those  only  who  exceed 
them  in  good  works ;  and  never  treat  any  of  God*s 
creatures  with  contempt  but  the  proud  and  profli- 
gate ;  and  never  bend  their  knee  but  to  their  God. 
This  is  my  will ;  and  I  do  hereby  appoint  my  wife 
sole  executrix  thereof.  In  witness,  ^c.  ^c, 
Signed,  Thomas  King. 

Upon  comparing  the  two  instruments,  I  think  the 
one  a  compressed  imitation  of  the  other — ^the  admo- 
nitory part  in  the  one  occupies  twenty  lines  ;  in  the 
other  the  same  idea  is  given  in  more  concise  words. 
It  is  an  extremely  strong  circumstance  that  it  makes 
no  alteration  in  the  disposition  the  law  would  have 
made  of  his  property.  For  what  purpose  could  he 
have  intended  this  paper  ?  In  it  there  is  no  legacy, 
no  executor,  no  guardian  to  his  children — ^this  is  a 
strong  confirmation  that  it  was  not  written  animo 
testandi,  but  for  the  purpose  mentioned  by  Mr. 
King — subsequent  circumstances  still  more  con- 
firm this ;  the  deceased  afterwards  married — ^he 
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lived  on  terms  of  affection  with  his  wife,  and  he 
said  he  had  no  willy  that  the  law  would  make  a  good 
will  for  him — so  that  it  was  his  intention  that  his 
widow  should  possess,  after  his  death,  the  provision 
which  the  law  would  give  her — during  none  of 
these  conversations  does  he  make  any  allusion  to 
the  existence  of  this  paper — ^his  forgetting  it,  would 
not  operate  as  a  revocation ;  but  it  is  a  circum- 
stance to  shew  that  he  originally  never  intended  it 
as  a  testamentary  paper.  There  is  little  doubt 
that  when  he  threw  it  across  the  table,  he  meant 
it  should  be  put  into  the  fire. 

With  all  the  possible  caution  that  the  Court  can 
exercise  where  a  witness  is  deposing  against  his 
own  act,  I  am  yet  fiilly  satisfied  in  my  mind  and 
conscience  that  the  deceased  never  intended  this 
as  his  will :  I,  therefore,  pronounce  against  it ;  and 
decree  administration  to  the  widow,  her  husband 
having  died  intestate. 


Hilary 
Term, 
Feb.  10. 


A  creditor  is 
entitled  to  a 
statement  of 
the  effects 
wliich  have 
come  into  the 
possession  of 
the  executor. 


Barclay  v.  Marshall,  formerly  Keith.* 

Eleanor  Barclay,  a  creditrix  of  James 

Keith^  deceased^  took  out  a  citation  against  Mary 
Keith,  his  executrix,  to  bring  in  the  will,  and  ac- 
cept or  refuse  probate  of  it,  and  to  exhibit  an  in- 
ventory of  the  effects.  Mary  Keith  brought  in  the 
will ;  accepted  the  probate ;  and,  after  some  delay^ 


Babctlay 

V. 
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exhibited  an  inventory.    Eleanor  Barclay  gave  in        1?14. 

an  allegation,  pleading  certain  sums  of  money  as       Term. 

received  by  the  executrix,  which  were  omitted  in 

the  inventory.    Whereupon  Mary  Keith  gave  in 

a  declaration  instead  of  an  inventory,  in  which  she    Ba^oi^at. 

admitted  one  of  the  sums  pleaded  to  have  been 

omitted. 

JenneVy  for  Eleanor  Barclay ,  moved  for  the 

admission  of  the  allegation. 

Stoddart  contra. 

The  only  object  of  this  application  is  to  falsify 
an  inventory. 

Judgement. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  object  is  not  to  falsify  an  inventory,  but  to 
obtain  a  full  one.  Why  did  not  the  party  give  in 
her  answers  to  the  allegation  instead  of  a  decla- 
ration ?  She  is  bound  to  answer ;  the  very  use  of 
giving  in  an  allegation  in  objection  to  an  inven- 
tory is,  to  get  a  specific  answer  to  a  specific  aver- 
ment Many  persons  will  evade,  under  a  general 
denial^  that  which  they  will  be  afraid  to  deny  spe- 
cifically. 

I  think  the  creditor  is  entitled  to  have  a  constat 
of  the  assets  that  have  come  to  the  exeeutors* 
bands. 

1  shall  admit  this  allegation. 
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1814. 
Hilary 

TrTMa 

^^^'  ^^'  Bennet  v.  Jackson. 

tS^n^^f''''  Mrs.  SUSANNAH  JACKSON,  of  the  city  of 
wmtof  asuf-  Bath,  died  a  widow,  on  the  10th  of  May,  1813, 
i^m^^^  leaving  ten  children :  on  the  29th  of  April,  pre- 
ceding her  death,  being  in  her  dwelling-house  at 
Bath,  and  in  her  last  sickness,. she  summoned  se- 
veral of  her  children,  and  the  daughter  of  the  per- 
son with  whom  she  lodged,  to  her  bedside,  and  de- 
clared herself  to  the  follwing  effect : 

Joseph  Henry  Bennett,  your  brother,  is 
my  heir,  and  all  that  I  have  is  his.  Tell 
"  him  to  pay  all  my  debts  ;  give  my  love  to 
^^  him,  and  tell  him  to  take  me  home,  and  by 
"  no  means  to  leave  me  here  ;  tell  him  to  be 
"  a  father  to  you  children.  I  know  he  will 
^^  for  my  sake ;  I  know  the  goodness  of  his 
"  heart ;  he  will  be  a  kind  father  to  you. 

"  Edward  my  wish  is  that  you  should  fol- 
"  low  the  profession  I  have  chosen  for  you ; 
"  and  let  no  one  persuade  you  from  it. 

"  With  respect  to  you  three  girls,  if  George 
'^  and  Keller  send  for  you,  you  must  go ;  but 
never   do    any  thing   without    consulting 
your  brother  Joseph,  not  even  the  smallest 
thing." 
These  words  were  reduced  into  writing  on  the 
13th  of  July  following,  and  attested  by  three  of 
the  persons  present  at  the  time  they  were  uttered ; 
and  were  now  propounded  by  Joseph  Henry  Ben- 
nett, the  eldest  son,  as  a  nuncupative  will. 
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Decrees  were  taken  out  against  the  other  child- 
ren, to  shew  cause  why  a  probate  of  the  aforesaid 
will  nuncupative  should  not  be  granted  to  him  as 
the  sole  executor  named  therein  according  to  the 
tenor  thereof.  The  process  of  the  Court  was 
served  on  all  of  them ;  but  no  appearance  was 
given  for  either  of  them. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Probate  is  called  for  of  a  nuncupative  will ;  mi- 
nors are  concerned.  In  cases  of  this  description, 
the  statue  enjoins  several  requisites — ^the  principal 
one  is  the  rogatio  testium,  the  calling  upon  persons 
to  bear  witness  to  the  act — ^my  doubt  is,  whether, 
there  is  sufficient  evidence  here  to  this  point : — ^the 
words  of  the  statue  (a)  have  always  been  strictly 
construed;  it  was  so  held  in  Parsons  t?.  Millet*. 


1814. 
Hilary 
Term. 


Bbnnbtt 

V, 

Jackson. 


{a)  And  for  prevention  of  fraudulent  practices  in  setting  up 
nuncupative  wills,  which  have  been  the  occasion  of  much  per- 
jury, be  it  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  from  and  after 
the  aforesaid  24th  day  of  June  no  nuncupative  will  shall  be 
good,  where  the  estate  thereby  bequeathed  shall  exceed  the 
value  of  30/.  that  is  not  proved  by  the  oaths  of  three  witnesses 
at  the  least,  that  were  present  at  the  making  thereof ;  nor  un- 
less it  be  proved  that  the  testator  did,  at  the  time  of  pronouncing 
the  same,  bid  the  persons  present,  or  some  of  them»  bear  wit- 
ness that  such  was  his  will,  or  to  that  effect ;  nor  unless  such 
nuncupative  will  was  made  in  the  time  of  the  last  sickness  of 
the  deceased,  and  in  the  house  of  his  or  her  habitation  or 
dwelling,  or  where  he  or  she  hath  been  resident  for  the  space  of 
ten  days  or  more  next  before  the  making  of  such  will,  except 
where  such  person  was  surprised,  or  taken  sick,  being  from  his 
own  home,  and  died  before  he  returned  to  the  place  of  his  or  her 
dwelling.     29  Car.  II.  c.  3.  s.  19. 


102 


CA8BS    DETERMINBD    IN   THE 


1814. 
HUary 
Term. 


BsNNvnr 

v. 
Jaoxsoit. 


In  that  case  {h)  a  paper  was  propounded  as 
nuDcupatiye ;  the  credit  of  the  witnesses  was  un- 
shaken :  but  the  Cour);  thought  the  words  addressed 
to  the  witnesses  did  not  in  effect  desire  them  to 
bear  witness.  The  deceased  himself  is  required  by 
the  statute  to  bid  the  persons  present  bear  witness. 

In  Darnbrook  and  Sawyer  v.  Silverside,  (c)  it 
approached  very  near  a  rogatio  testium ;  but  it 
was  said  by  the  counsel  in  that  case^  that  Sir 
George  Lee  had  rejected  an  allegation  on  similar 
grounds. 

Now,  in  the  present  ease,  at  the  beginning  of 
the  transaction^  there  was  clearly  no  rogatio  tes- 
tium :  the  statement  is,  ^^  that  the  deceased  having 
'^  called  Anne  Jackson  and  Elizabeth  Warr6u 
^'  Jackson  (a  minor)  her  daughters,  to  her  bedside^ 
^^  and  spoke  to  them  of  the  disposition  of  her  ef- 
"  fects ;  and  Edward  Bennett  Jackson,  her  son, 
'^  being  sent  for,  to  be  also  present  to  hear  his 
*^  mother' s  declaration ;  and  her  said  three  child- 
"  ren  being  all  present,  and  at  her  bedside,  she, 
^^  the  said  Susannah  Jackson,  did,  in  the  presence 

of  us,  whose  names   are  subscribed    (the  three 

attesting  witnesses)  and  of  the  said  Elizabetk 
"  Warren  Jakson,  declare  and  direct,  &c." 

This  is  the  statement ;  and  neither  in  this  nor 
in  the  words  spoken  is  there  any  thing  to  shew 
the  aninms  testandi. 

There  is  no  declaration  that  the  w^ords  were 
spoken  with  the  intention  of  making  a  will  at  tbe 


(( 
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(6)  Parsons  v.  Miller,  Prerog.  Hilary  Term,  1797, 
(c)  Dambrook  and  Sawyer  v.  Silverside,  Prerog.  1767. 
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time :  which  the  statute  particularly  requires.  Thfe 
affidavit  goes  on  to  state  that  Susannah  Jackson, 
**  after  making  the  declaration  aforesaid,  observed 
"  that  it  should  be  committed  to  writing :  but  af- 
''terwards  said,  that  the  deponent's  hearing  it 
''would  answer  the  same  purpose;  and,  lastly, 
'^  these  deponents  make  oath  and  say,  that  the  de- 
^'pouent,  Ruth  Sidewell,  having  afterwards  left 
*'the  bedroom  of  the  said  deceased,  for  a  short 
''  space  of  time,  unpercei ved  by  her ;  the  deceased, 
''who  had  noticed  the  return  of  the  said  Ruth 
''Sidewell,  said,  'Mrs.  Sidewell,  why  did  you 
"  leave  the  room  r  I  wished  you  to  witness  all  I 
"had  to  say  to  my  children.'  *' 

I  have  considerable  difficulties  in  holding  this  to 
be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute*  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  words  were  spoken  animo 
tuttrndi:  there  is  no  rogatio  testium  at  the  be* 
ginning,  no  declaration  that  the  words  were  spoken 
with  the  intent  of  making  a  will  at  the  time.  The 
wwds  of  the  statute  are  very  strong,  and  must  be 
held  strictly. 


All^ation  rejected. 


mm 


VOL-  n. 
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1797. 

Hilary 

Term. 

P^^  17.  Parsons  v.  Miller. 


J3R.  Laurence. 

The  statute  of  frauds  meant  to  place  extraordi^ 
nary  checks  on  such  wiUs^  as  being  more  particularly 
liable  to  fraud — ^they  are  to  be  construed  strictly. 
The  opportunity  of  detecting  fraud  would  not  so 
readily  occur ;  they  might  be  set  up  by  a  conspiracy 
of  the  persons  present — ^in  this  instance,  also,  there 
is  no  rogatio  testium. 

Dr.  Swabey,  an  the  same  side. 

Sir  William  Scott,  in  support  of  the  mlL 

We  admit  the  rogatio  testium  to  be  necessary ; 
but  no  particular  words  are  required  by  the  sta- 
tute :  it  is  sufiGicient  if  the  Court  is  satisfied  that 
the  deceased  meant  to  do  a  testamentary  act,  and 
wished  the  persons  to  attest  it.  The  statute  does 
not  require  them  all  to  attest ;  it  says  "  or  some  of 
them ;  '*  if  he  siguified  it  to  one,  it  is  sufficient — ^it  is 
a  rational  compliance  with  the  statute. 

Dr.  Nicholl  on  the  same  side. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Wynne. 

The  paper  before  the  Court  is  propounded  as 
the  nuncupative  will  of  John  Saunders — ^it  has 
been  reduced  into  writing  in  the  usual  manner, 
purporting  that  it  is  by  the  desire  of  the  deceased ; 
and  it  is  signed  by  three  witnesses. 

Objection  has  .been  taken  to  the  credit  of  the 
witnesses ;  but  it  is  of  no  weight — ^it  is  said  two 


Parsons 

V. 
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<rf  them  are  relations ;  this  is  no  objection  in  this  i?^'- 
Court,  as  it  would  not  be  in  another.  The  history  Term, 
is  perfectly  credible ;  no  person  can  doubt  that  the 
£act  passed  as  stated. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  what  passed  is     Miller. 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute  29  Car.  II.  c.  1  •  s.  9. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  he  spoke  these  words :  '^  50/. 
for  Anne  Bedford  that  was ;  50/.  for  "  ;  50/. 

for— — — r- ;  and  two  bonds  I  give  to  ■  and  all 
interest/' — He  spoke  these  words,  1st,  before  one 
witness,  then  before  two,  then  again  before  three. 
The  witnesses  speak  fiilly  to  capacity.  But  the 
question  is,  whether  these  words  were  spoken  with 
the  expression  of  the  testator  requiring  them  to 
bear  witness. — ^I  cannot  find  any  such  expression. — 
The  conversation  began  between  the  deceased  and 
Mary  Farsons-«-he  did  not  begin  to  converse  about 
the  will ;  she  began  by  enquiring  if  he  had  settled 
his  afiiedrs— he  replied  he  had  not  made  a  will ;  she 
asked  if  she  should  send  for  Mr.  Mitchell  to  make 
one-^he  said  he  was  too  ill  to  make  a  will — she 
asked  if  there  was  any  thing  he  would  have  done, 
and  she  would  see  it  done — ^he  began  at  once,  re- 
peating the  words  pleaded,  but  ynthout  desiring  her 
to  bear  witness. — She  then,  thinking  it  necessary  to 
have  another  witness,  said  ^^  she  would  call  up  Mary 
Carter  that  she  might  hear  and  be  a  witness.**  The 
deceased  answered,  ^^  Do  J*'  This  is  the  only  word 
of  the  deceased's  expressing  any  wish  on  the  subject. 
She  called  Mary  Carter,  and  said.  Now  repeat  be- 
fore Mary  Carter,  and  she  will  be  a  witness — this  is 
a  rogatio  testiumy  but  not  by  the  testator — I  cannot 

02 
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hold  here  qui  facit  per  alium  fadt  per  se*    The 
testator  repeated  bOL/or  Anne  Wi^erdy  2fc. 

The  Tvitnesfi  says^  that  having  heard  that  three 
witnesses  were  necessary  for  a  will ;  of  her  own 
accord^  she  called  Samuel  Clarke ;  and,  when  he 
came.  Pardons  said,  Do  yon  take  notice  what  Mary 
Saunders  is  going  to  say ;  &nd  then  desired  her  to 
repeat  it,  which  she  did.  She  does  Hot  prove  that 
he  did,  but  she  proves  that  he  did  bot  express  any 
words  which  are  made  absolutely  beoessary  by 
the  statute — I  do  not  say  there  was  any  ill  in^ 
tent  ob  the  part  of  the  witness ;  for  the  deceased 
had  said  he  was  not  capable  of  making  a  will  on 
being  told  by  Mrs«  Parsons  she  would  see  it  done 
— ^she  repeats  the  four  legacies,  &c.  twice  over*-it 
is  a  rational  compliance  with  the  Statute  to  say  this 
is  not  within  it.  The  statute  is  to  be  taken  strictly 
-^it  meant  that  perdobs  should  not  get  about  the 
deceased,  and  ask  him  questions ;  but  that  it  should 
originate  from  himself — I  think  this  so  clearly  ne- 
cessary that  if  bo  rogatio  teetium  should  be  pleaded 
in  an  allegation,  it  must  be  rejected. 

In  Dambrook  abd  Sawyer  v.  Silvenddes,  before 
Sir  George  Hay  in  1767,  there  was  a  decree  to 
shew  cause  why  an  administration  should  not  be 
revoked  and  granted  with  a  nuncupative  will  an-^ 
nexed.  It  was  pleaded  that  the  deceased  was  ill 
in  bed  of  the  sickness  of  which  he  died  the  next 
day  at  his  own  house ;  and  that,  with  the  intent  to 
make  a  nuncupative  will,  he  did  utter  words  in  the 
presence  of  three  witnesses.  Shean  asked  '^  if  he 
had  made  his  will  ;**  he  said  ^^  No/*-^Shean  said^ 
'^  a  verbal  will  would  be  sufficient,  as  there  were  a 
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sufficient  number  of  witnesses  present ;"  he  sidd       l^^'^- 

HUary 

"  he  knew  it  would/'  and  then  he  uttered  the  words  Term. 
pleaded.  The  Court  said  it  would  be  very  unwilling 
to  reject  any  plea,  if  the  parties  could  possibly  ob- 
tain tlie  effect  of  their  prayer ;  but  that  the  Court 
was  tied  down  by  the  statute,  and  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  deceased  addressedhimself  in  any  such  man- 
ner as  was  required^  before  the  words  were  spoken ; 
and  the  all^ation  was  rejected.  It  was  said  by 
counsel,  in  the  hearing  of  that  cause,  that  Sir 
George  Lee  had,  in  1755,  rejected  an  allegation  on 
the  same  ground. 

Here  tiie  fact  is  pleaded,  but  not  pioved. — I  think 
I  am  bounds  especially  und^  that  case^  to  say  that 
this  will  is  not  proved  to  be  made  as  the  statute 
requires ;  and  I  must  pronounce  against  it. 
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The  office  of  the  judge  promoted  by 
Carr  v.  Marsh. 


JEaster      ^^  Letters  of  Request  from  the  Commissary  General 
Term.      and  Official  Principal  of  the  diocese  of  Chichester. 

April  25. 


A  bishop  can-  rTl 

not  coiMe-        X  HE  Reverend   Robert  James  Carr,  Vicar  of 

crate  a  cha-  ^ 

p^  or  autho-  Brightelmstone,  in  the  county  of  Sussex^  cited 
to  preach  ia    the  Rcvereud  William  Marsh  for  publicly  preach- 

it  without  the  t»   i 

conwnt  of  iug  and  administering  the  Holy  Sacrament,  and 
bent  of  the  performing  other  ecclesiastical  duties  and  divine 
office  of  tbe^  officcs  in  a  certain  building  not  consecrated^  or  in 
to  iSb  pro?^  any  manner  whatever  dedicated  to  divine  worship 
™^^the^  according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the 
«^,  Urt  from  Church  of  England,  without  a  sufficient  licence  or 
IheiS?'^'''  authority.      The   Reverend  William  Marsh    ap- 

peared  under  protest,  denied  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court — and,  after  reciting  the  52  Geo.  III.  c. 
1 55,  alleged  that  the  building  mentioned  in  the 
proceedings  was  a  chapel  built  by  subscriptiou 
for  the  purposes  of  public  worship,  according  to 
the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  England^ 
at  the  particular  instance  of  the  Reverend  Robert 
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Garr  himself^  and  under  the  sanetion  of  the  bishop 
of  Chichester,  within  whose  diocese  the  parish  of 
Brightelmstone  is  situated — that  according  to  the 
tenor  of  the  deed  of  trust  relative  to  the  govern- 
ment of  the  said  chapel,  to  which  the  Reverend 
Robert  Carr  was  also  himself  a  party,  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  minister  to  officiate  in  the  said  chapel, 
became  vested  in  certain  persons,  who,  upon  the 
recommendation  of  the  Bishop  of  Chichester,  ap- 
pointed the  Reverend  William  Marsh  to  the  chapel, 
with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  Reverend 
Robert  Carr — ^that,  upon  this  appointment,  the 
Biahop  of  Chichester  authorized  the  said  William 
Harsh  to  commence  the  performance  of  divine, 
service  in  the  chapel,  without  the  usual  and  formal 
licence — ^he  further  alleged  that  due  notice  of  the 
intended  opening  of  the  chapel  was  given  to  the 
Bishop  of  Chichester,  as  required  by  the  act  of 
parliament ;  and  the  Reverend  William  Marsh  of- 
ficiated  as  minister  therein,  on  the  25th  of  July, 
1813.  And,  finally,  that  the  Reverend  William 
Marsh  would  have  been  by  law  entitled  so  to  of- 
ficiate, even  had  there  been  no  authority,  in  that 
behalf,  given  to  him  by  the  Bishop  of  Chichester. 
That  inasmuch  as  the  Reverend.  Robert  Carr  had 
given  his  consent  to  the  building  and  opening  of  the 
chapel,  and  the  appointment  of  the  said  Reverend 
William  Marsh  as  minister  of  it — it  is  not  by  law 
competent  to  him  to  promote  the  office  of  the  judge 
.in  the  present  suit — nor  as  the  said  William 
Marsh  has  duly  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  aforesaid  and  commenced  the  perform- 
ance of  divine  service  in  the  chapel,  with  the  know- 
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ledge  aud  approbation  of  the  Bishop  of  Chiches- 
ter^ and  has  never  since  received  any  intimation 
or  direction  from  the  said  Lord  Bishop  to  discon- 
tinue the  same-^  it  competent  for  any  person 
now  to  promote  the  office  of  the  judge  in  this 
behalf. 

On  the  behalf  of  the  Reverend  R.  Garr  it  was 
alleged  that  the  statute  of  the  52  Geo.  III.  c.  155« 
was  irrelevant-*-and  that  the  citation  was  preceded 
by^  and  issued  in  pursuance  of  letters  of  request 
under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  commissary  gene- 
ral  and  official  principal  of  the  Lord  Bishop  of  C!hi- 
chester^  which  were  duly  presented  and  aec^ted  ; 
and^  consequently  that  the  jurisdiction  was  wdl 
founded. 

BufTtaby  and  Jenner,  fbr  the  Revermd  Mr. 
Marsh. 

liie  act  of  52  Geo.  HI.  must  be  considered  as 
extending  to  the  church  of  England ;  and,  as  ge- 
neral, to  all  Pt-otestants.  The  act  of  William  IIL 
goes  as  far  as  the  latter  act,  with  respect  to  Fto-- 
testant  dissenters ;  therefore^  if  the  latter  did  not 
include  the  Church  of  England,  it  would  be  nuga^ 
tory  and  mere  surplusage. 

In  one  of  the  most  populous  districts  of  the 
country  a  subscription  has  been  entered  into  for 
the  purpose  of  building  a  chapel  for  the  accommo^ 
dation  of  the  poorer  classes  of  society — this  was  done 
vrith  the  knowledge  of  the  incumbent  (Mr.  Carr) 
and  under  the  sanction  of  the  bishop — a  deed  of 
trust  was  executed— Mr.  Marsh  was  recommended 
to  perform  the  service  of  the  diapel.  The  incum* 
lient  himaelf  was  a  subscriber  and  principal  mover  in 
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the  business.  Mr.  Marsh  received  the  appointment 
from  the  trustees.  In  March,  1813^  Mr.  Carr  sug- 
gested that  some  doubts  having  arisen  as  to  Mr. 
Marsh*B  reli^ous  tenets^  it  was  necessary  that  he 
should  satisfy  the  bishop  on  this  head.— Mr.  Carr 
then  sudd^y  objected  to  the  opening  of  the 
f^apd  on  the  evening  before  it  was  to  have  been 
(q[)eiied^  without  expressing  any  reason  for  his 
conduct. 

Under  these  circumstances  we  contend  that  it  is 
not  competent  to  any  one  now  to  promote  the  of- 
fice of  the  judge  against  Mr.  Marshy  he  having 
acted  xmder  the  sanction^  and  vnth  the  approbation, 
of  the  bishop,  and  that  sanction  never  having  been 
withdrawn.  The  office  of  the  judge  cannot  be  pro- 
BMted  vntiiout  the  approbation  of  the  judge  him- 
self.— ^FVom  Ayliffe  {a),  Clarke  (6),  and  Oughton 
(c),  it  appears  that  there  must  be  an  asking  of  the 
ordinary. — How  can  the  bishop  proceed  ex  officio 
mere  against  Mr.  Marsh,  when  he  has  already 
sanctioned  the  act  which  he  is  brought  forward  to 
impugn  ?  The  bishop  ought  to  be  a  party  to  this 
suit. — ^The  bishop  may  authorize  a  person  to  preach 
any  where. 

Per  Curiam. 

Can  a  bishop  consecrate  a  chapel,  or  authorize 
a  person  to  proach  in  it,  without  the  consent  of 
the  incumbent  ?  I  should  like  to  hear  some  au- 
thority for  that  position.  The  building  of  the 
chapel  may  be  a  most  meritorious  act,  and  the 
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Mabsb, 


<«)  Ajfiffe's  FtunergoQ,  p.  898. 
(ft)  Chxke'e  Praxis,  p.  182. 


(c)  Oughton,  tit;  150. 
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incumbent  may  be  in  the  wrong — but  still  he  has  a 
legal  right 

Argument  resumed. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  seem  to  form  an 
exception  to  this  doctrine. 

Another  ground  for  this  Court  not  interfering  is, 
that  an  application  has  been  made  to  the  Ciourt  of 
Chancery  to  compel  Mr.  Carr  to  the  performance 
of  that  obligation  by  which  he  is  conceive^}  to  be 
strictly  bound. 

Swabey^  cantrd. 

Mr.  Carr  has  the  cure  of  souls  exclusively  within 
his  parish.-No  clergyman  can  preach  in  any  place, 
either  consecrated  or  unconsecrated,  without  the 
licence  of  the  bishop— the  licence  of  the  diocesan 
is  essential  to  a  chapel  of  this  description — ^it  is  idle 
to  set  up  a  constructive  licence, — a  licence  must, 
be  in  writing,  and  such  a  one  as  will  bear  the  test 
of  a  court  of  justice.  48th  (a)  and  77th  (b)  ca- 
nons— are  clear  to  this  point.    The  licence  to  which 


(a)  48th  Canon.  None  to  be  curates  but  allowed  by  the 
bishops. 

No  curate  or  minister  shall  be  permitted  to  serve  in  any 
place,  without  examination  and  admission  of  the  bishop  of  the 
diocese»  or  ordinary  of  the  place  having  episcopal  jurisdiction, 
tfi  writing  tinder  his  hand  and  seal,  having  respect  to  the  great- 
ness of  the  care,  and  the  meetness  of  the  party/ &c.  &c. 

(b)  77th  Canon.    None  to  teach  school  without  licence. 

No  man  shall  teach  either  in  public  school  or  private  house* 
but  such  as  shall  be  allowed  by  the  bishop  of  the  diocese  or 
ordinary  of  the  place,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  being  found 
meet,  as  well  for  his  learning  and  dexterity  in  teaching,  as  for 
sober  and  honest  conversation;  and,  also,  for  right  under* 
standing  of  God's  true  religion,  &c.  &c. 
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the  law  looks  most  be  in  writing  and  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  the  bishop.  The  condact  of  Mr. 
Marsh  appears  to  be  in  defiance  of  the  mcumbent, 
and  of  the  ecclesiastical  law ;  the  facts  stated  may 
be  relevant  or  not  to  the  merits  of  the  case — ^bat 
they  are  wholly  irrelevant  to  the  present  question^ 
which  is  mnply  that  of  jurisdiction. 

Judgment. 

Sbr  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  cause  of  office  promoted  by  the  Re- 
Terend  Robert  Carr^  againsrt;  the  Reverend  Wil- 
liam Marshy  for  performing  divine  offices  in  a  place 
not  consecrated  according  to  the  rites  of  the  church 
of  England^  and  without  any  authority  from  the 
Inshop. 

An  appearance  has  been  given  under  protest  for 
Mr.  Marshy  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
—and  the  sole  question^  properly  before  me  now^ 
is,  whether  the  Ciourt  has  any  jurisdiction. 

The  cause  comes  by  letters  of  request  from  the 
Commissary  General  and  Official  Principal  of  Qii- 
chester— Chichester  is  within  the  province  of  Can- 
terbury— as  to  the  place,  therefore,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  jurisdiction  is  founded.  As 
to  the  nature  of  the  offence  set  forth  in  the  cita- 
tion— surely,  under  the  general  ecclesiastical  law, 
unless  it  has  been  recently  altered^  it  must  be  an 
offence  under  the  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction — ^a  mi- 
nister of  the  church  of  England  is  amenable  to  this 
Court  if  he  performs  divine  offices  in  a  place  not 
consecrated  without  the  leave  of  his  diocesan. 

There  is  jurisdiction  then  over  the  place  and 
person  unless  the  law  is  altered — it  is  contended 
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that  it  b  altered  by  the  act  of  I812-Hiii8  statate 
however^  in  my  judgment,  does  not,  in  the  shgfat* 
eat  d^ree,  apply  to  the  cage  ■  notwithatanding  the 
word  '^  Protestant**  stands  without  ^  dissenter**  in 
one  daose  (a) — still,  taking  the  preamble  and  the 
context  together,  and  eqiedaUy  considering  the 
proviso  in  s.  3, 1  am  dearly  of  opinion  that  it  was 
not  intended  to  alter  the  laws  and  discipline  of  the 
Chnrch  of  England — ^bnt  confined  to  dissenters* — 
Hie  place  here  is  not  a  place  to  be  certified  under 
the  toleration  acts — ^but  a  chapel  for  worship  ac- 
cording to  the  Church  of  England. — ^If  the  act 
would  bear  the  construction  contended  for,  it  would 
be  a  complete  alteration  of  the  fundamental  laws 
of  the  Church  of  England. 

It  is  said  there  is  a  dlscr^ion  in  this  caae — 
and  that  the  Court  should  not.aUowthe  oflBce  of 
judge  to  be  promoted  in  sudi  a  cause — but  the 
cause  must  be  tried  before  we  arrive  at  this  con- 
dufflon — otherwise  we  enter  upon  the  merits  of  it 
prematurdy. — ^Application  is  always  made  to  the 
judge  before  a  dtation  issues  in  a  cause  in  whidi  his 
office  is  promoted ;  but  that  is  not  for  die  purpoae 
of  considering  the  merits  of  the  case ;  but  from  the 
nature  of  the  suit. — ^Whether  it  be  of  ecdeaaatical 
conusance,  or  the  fitness  of  the  person  to  be 
made  req[ionsibie  for  costs  to  the  other  party . 

There  are  several  instances  of  suits  of  this  aort 
ori^nating  with  the  vicar — indeed,  he  is  not  only  a 
competent,  but  the  moet  proper  person  to  promote 
them ;  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  his  leqwnsi- 

(«)  52  Geo.  in.  c.  155.  s.  1. 
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bOity  for  costs ;  and  besides  ad  vicar  his  rights  and 
*  duties  are  most  affected — ^if  he  had  consented  to  all 
the  transactions  which  have  occurred,  and  even  to 
the  appomtment  of  the  party  proceeded  against-^ 
still,  if  he  officiates  without  the  licence  of  the  dio^ 
eesan,  by  which  I  understand  only  a  licence  in 
writings  I  do  not  apprehend  that  would  be  any  bar 
to  proceedings  of  this  description,  or  any  ground 
to  stop  proceedings  here  in  the  first  instance. — ^If 
Mr.  Garr  has  acted  improperly,  it  may  be  a  ground 
of  consideration  hereafter  for  costs ;  but  it  is  none 
with  respect  to  a  protest.  ^ 

It  has  been  objected  that  a  suit  is  pending  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery;  but  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
cannot  be  called  upon  to  stop  its  proceedings  on  a 
question  of  discipline  against  a  minister  of  the 
Qiurch  of  England,  because  proceedings  have 
be^i  instituted  elsewhere  respecting  his  civil  rights. 

The  history  set  forth  in  the  act  is  irrelevant  to 
the  question  of  jurisdiction — the  Court  must  be 
careful  to  support  its  practice — to  keep  that  which 
18  matter  of  protest  separate  from  that  which  is 
matter  of  defence.  If  it  could  be  alleged  that  the 
transaction  had  taken  the  most  formal  shape, — ^that 
there  had  been  a  regular  deed, — ^that  the  chapel  had 
been  regularly  consecrated, — ^that  Mr.  Marsh  had 
been  appointed  by  the  vicar, — and  regularly  li- 
censed by  the  bishop — ^in  short,  if  the  most  com* 
plete  defence  could  have  been  made  out,  still  that 
would  not  bear  upon  the  protest. 

The  utmost  now  stated  is  something  of  con- 
structive and  implied  assent  ^ven  by  the  vicar, 
and  approved  by  the  diocesan. 
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The  point,  therefore,  which  the  Court  has  to 
decide  seems  so  plain  and  clear,  that  it  is  diflficult 
to  account  for  the  irregular  course  which  has  been 
taken — ^if  I  could  imagine  that  this  was  done  merely 
to  gain  time,  and  to  keep  the  chapel  open,  I  should 
not  hesitate  to  condemn  the  party  in  costs  as 
prayed^^but  seeing  the  highly  respectable  names ' 
signed,  and  the  laudable  purpose  for  which  the 
chapel  was  intended,  viz.  that  of  giving  instruct 
tion  to  the  poor  according  to  the  rites  of  the  es- 
tablished Church,  I  will  not  allow  myself  to  sus- 
pect that  the  parties  hay§  resorted  to  this  protest 
for  the  unworthy  purpose  of  keeping  the  chapel 
Open  longer  than  they  otherwise  could  have  done 
in  defiance  of  the  law.  But  if  ^  the  whole  ob- 
ject disclosed  in  the  affidavit,  and  the  act  (as  has 
been  suggested)  is  only  to  obtain  some  opinion 
from  the  Court  as  to  the  general  merits  of  the 
question — ^though  it  would  be  irregular;  yet  to 
put  an  end  to  litigation — ^to  restore  harmony  in 
the  parish — and  between  parties  who  have  gone 
hand  in  hand  to  a  certain  degree— for  so  laudable 
an  object  I  would  not,  on  mere  form,  decline  to 
intimate  my  present  impression. 

I  apprehend  that  by  law  no  person  can  procure 
divine  service  to  be  admiQistered  without  the  eon-^ 
sent  of  the  incumbent,  and  the  licence  of  the  bi^op 
(to  which,  in  some  instances,  must  be  added  the 
consent  of  the  patron) — ^and  that  the  person  of- 
ficiating without  such  consent  is  subject  to  eccle- 
siastical censures. — ^And,  seeing  how  the  law  pro- 
tects the  rights  of  the  incumbent  and  the  ordinary, 
I  think  the  party  in  this  case  would  do  well,  to > 
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take  the  advice  of  his  counsel  whether  this  or  any 
other  minister  can^  without  the  leave  of  the  incum- 
bent, be  justified  in  officiating  within  his  parish, 
and  whether  the  Court  will  not  be  bound  to  in- 
flict punishment  for  such  an  offence  if  proved.  The 
Court  has  no  discretion  to  consider  whether  the 
vicar  has  unhandsomely  withheld  leave — whedier 
he  has  or  not  I  do  not  mean  to  say>  or  in  any  way 
to  intimate. 

Under  such  advice  the  matter  might  be  settled, 
and  the  very  desirable  object  in  view  might  go 
on  to  the  satiftfaetion  of  all  parties. 

I  shall  overrule  the  protest. 
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Smith  v.  Smith. 


Term. 
Jtme27. 


Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 


A  sepantion 
decreed  at  the 
suit  of  a  wife* 
for  the  cruelty 
and  adultery 

is  a  suit  for  cruelty  and  adultery  brought  of  her  hua- 

.        -     hand. 

by  the  wife.  The  libel  was  opposed^  but  admitted. 
Eighteen  witnesses  have  been  examined  upon  it — 
there  is  no  allegation  on  the  part  of  the  husband. 
It  vrill  be  sufficient  to  state  the  facts  proved^  without 
•detailing  the  evidence. 

The  parties  were  married  in  1 794 ; — she  was  a 
widow  with  a  large  fortune ;  he  a  minor  and  an  of- 
€cer  in  the  life  guards— the  disparity  in  their  years 
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did  not  promise  happiness.  In  1795  he  began  to 
treat  her  with  indifference ;  and  proceeded  to  acts  of 
violence,  though  not  proved  to  be  for  the  purpose,  of 
inducing  her  to  give  up  her  property.  In  Decem- 
ber, 1 79  5 y  she  went  to  church  in  her  own  carriage, 
and  staid  to  receive  the  sacrament.  While  she  was 
there  he  ordered  the  horses  to  be  sent  to  Tatter- 
salFs  to  be  sold,  and  told  the  servants  not  to 
obey  her — she  insisted  on  keeping  the  horses, 
which  were  her  separate  property ;  and  the  sale 
was  prevented.  On  his  return  home  there  was 
a  quarrel ;  he  locked  her  up  in  his  dressing- 
room,  and  went  out ;  she  was  released  by  the 
servants.  On  his  coming  home,  and  finding  her 
at  supper  below  with  his  sister,  in  a  passion  he 
seized  her  by  the  wrists  in  order  to  force  her  up 
stairs :  the  servants  were  deterred  by  his  threats 
from  interfering.  She  opened  the  door,  and  called 
the  watch ;  two  neighbours  came  in ;  she  escaped 
to  Mr.  Dashwood's  at  next  door ;  and  went  with  a 
Mrs.  Purchase,  who  was  there,  to  her  house. 

A  separation  took  place  by  consent  in  August, 
1796 — ^she  agreed  to  allow  her  husband  2001.  per 
annumy  in  addition  to  what  he  had  of  his  own. — 
The  separation  continued  till  1800;  in  that  time 
he  formed  an  adulterous  intercourse  with  a  Mrs. 
Trefusis. — In  1800,  through  the  interference  pro- 
bably of  his  friends,  who  resided  much  with  Mrs. 
Smith — ^a  reconciliation  took  place. — 'Tliey  went  to 
Pendyffryn,  where  she  was  buildmg  a  house-Hihe 
was  prevailed  upon  to  execute  a  deed  by  which  her 
property  was  settled  on  him  and  his  issue^^-she 
came  to  town  in  1 807>  and  lay  in  of  a  daugfati 


Smith 


AftCfiES   CODRt  OF   CANTBRBURY.  ^09 

he  went  to  Pendyffryn — there  were  two  maid-ser-  1814. 
yants  there — ^he  slept  in  his  dressing  i:oom^  and  lived  Term, 
in  it,  and  had  one  of  the  maid-servants  to  make  his 
bed — ^he  had,  therefore,  fall  opportunity  to  solicit 
their  chastity-which  he  did  not  pass  by-^the  Erst  S«"h. 
he  attempted  seems  to  have  been  attached  to 
another  person  and  resisted  him :  with  the  other 
he  formed  a  criminal  connexion :  this  is  proved  on 
her  own  confession. 

When  his  wife  returned  to  Pendyfi^n;  when 
all  the  affections  of  the  father  and  the  husband 
should  have  been  excited — on  pretence  of .  her 
nursing  her  child,  but  for  the  purpose  of  keeping 
up  his  connexion  with  the  housemaid,  he  slept 
apart  from  his  wife. —  Soon  after  there  was  an  act 
of  violence,  which,  from  defect  of  memory  in  Major 
Hamilton  (who  deposes  to  it)  is  not  clearly  set 
fordi— ^but  she  complained,  in  the  presence  of 
Major  Hamilton,  to  her  husband.  The  next  day 
he  took  the  child  with  such  violence  from  her  as  to 
endanger  both  one  and  the  other ;  and  he  said  if 
she  resisted  she  should  be  confined  as  a  mad 
woman-^M^or  Hamilton  states  his  memory  to  be 
defective ;  but,  from  all  he  remembers  of  her  cha- 
iBcter^  it  was  mild  and  gentle.  Soon  after  this  she 
qypears  to  have  discovered  his  intimacy  with  Han^ 
nah  Dod :  she  put  a  letter  on  his  table  remonstrate 
ing<— -^nd  stating  that  she  must  leave  the  house  if 
Hamiiah  Dod  was  not  sent  away.  This  letter  pro- 
ducing no  effect  she  applied  to  Mn  Lloyd  to  re- 
monstrate with  her  husband,  which  he  did,  and 
together  with  Major  Hamilton,  endeavoured  to  im- 
press upon  him  strongly  the  imprc4>riety  of  his  con- 
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1814.  duct,  but  he  persisted ;  they  repeated  liiis  to  him, 
Jenw.  Mid  expressed  their  hopes  that  he  ^ould  relent — ^he 
did  send  Hannah  Dod  away  ;  but  only  to  abandon 
his  wife  and  child,  and  to  live  in  adultery  with  Han- 
nah Dod,  which  he  did  at  West  End.  It  is  folly 
proved  that  Mrs«  Smith  continued  to  reside  at  Pen- 
dyffryn,  till  she  had  no  longer  means  so  to  do,  She 
went  to  her  brother,  and  occasionally  to  Leaming- 
ton. Smith  returned  to  Pendyflfiyn,  followed  by 
Hannah  Dod^  who  lived  with  him  as  houtekoeper. 
He  thought  proper,  about  two  years  afterwards, 
to  claim  the  rights,  of  a  father-^he  went  to  I^ea- 
mington,  and  malted  peremptorily  on  taking  the 
qhild-a^rs.  Smith,  who  is  described  by  the  wit- 
nesses as  a  moat  tender  mother,  said,  '^  K  he  takes 
the  ehil4,  he  must  be  t^roubled  with  me  also/'  Tlds 
he  refused.  She  staid  he  might  aa  well  take  her 
life  as  her  child  from  her :  after  some  hours,  he 
was  prevailed  upon  to  allow  his  wife  to  retnm  to 
Pendyfiryn — refusing  her  offar  to  come  and  live  in 
the  neighbourhood  in  some  place  where  he  could 
see  the  child  continually.  ' 

In  this  c(mduct  it  is  clear  that  she  ^ras  solcdiy  ac- 
tuated by  maternal  feeling  for  the  child— not  by 
any  consideration  of  what  had  passed — she  slept  in 
a  separate  room  with  her  chUdanda maid  servviil. 
What  was  the  conduct  of  the  husband  ?  He  sleqpiB 
on  asqparate  floor^  and  Hannah  Dod  had  ostenably 
a  separate  room :  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  bat 
that  she  frequently  partook  of  his  bed.  He  treated 
his  wife  with  the  most  marked  disrespect  and  cttA- 
tempt ;  he  took  his  meals  with  her^  but  sddom 
spoke  to  ker*-''H»)|te  had  no  part  in  the  manggemmt 
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of  the  house  or  the  fktnily ;  that  was  vested  in  l^H. 
Hannah  Dod-^Hannah  Dod  was  the  constant  com-  Term. 
panion  of  his  walks^  and  the  child  was  with  them 
—Mrs.  Smith  endures  all  this  insult  and  indignity 
for  the  chiid^s  sake-^-^t  last  he  determined  to  rob 
her  of  this  her  only  comfort.  The  child  was  a 
little  unweU — some  trilling  medicines  were  given--^ 
die  got  quite  well  again«^she  went  out  to  <Une  at 
Gonway^^he  had  the  child's  bed  taken  down^  and 
pot  np  in  his  room--^on  her  return  she  asked  him 
if  he  meant  to  take  the  care  of  the  child  from  her 
--4ie  said  he  did^  for  she  had  treated  her  ill  -*^  this 
was  done  widi  the  sole  view,  as  the  witnelses  say^ 
of  distresring  his  wife;  her  judicious  care  of  the  child 
18  jn^oTed !  he  perrists  in  his  determination  to  take 
Gwe  of  the  child;  to  take  it  from  a  mother  to  sleep 
in  a  bed-room  which  was  no  doubt  the  scene  of 
fab  canstant  adultery «  When  she  left  her  husband^ 
OB  this  remonstrance,  he  called  her  back  to  shut 
tlie  door«  This  trivial  cironmstance  in  such  a  mo^ 
ment  of  distress,  is  such  an  act  of  unfeeling  insult, 
ai  prores,  to  my  mind,  the  tyranny  of  his  disposi^ 
tkm^  and  shews  her  pesnye  obedience  and  entiir^ 
saboaiseion  to  y*  ^tiU. 

Deprived  of  the  only  inducemeoit  she  bad  to  re-^ 
Side  in  this  scene  of  insult,  of  ^sCurbanee,  arad  of 
proi^^acy-^-she  quita  the  house,  and  goes  to  that 
of  a  dei^gyoian  in  the  neighbourhoodr-«^he  wished 
to  leave  her  own  maid  to  take  care  of  the  ehild ; 
evte  thie  he  refbses^^she  returns  to  pack  up  her 
dotbetf— he  makes  this  a  pretext  for  refmrag  to 
lAow  her  to  see  her  childy  not  oidy  then,  but  ever 
after.    Ever  since  this,  the  parties  have  been  living 
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1814.  in  a  state  of  separation ;  the  husband  in  adultery 
Term.  with  Hannah  Dod,  and  in  possession  of  his 
daughter  ;  depriving  the  mother  (to  whose  moral 
character  no  blame  is  imputed)  of  the  only  com- 
fort and  satisfaction  of  her  life. 

This  is  the  history  of  the  facts — ^the  conclusion 
is  short — adultery  is  proved^  and  that  alone  entitles 
the  wife  to  a  separation.  Cruelty^  in  my  judg- 
ment^ id  also  proved.  Here  is  violence  preceded 
by  deliberate  insult  and  injury.  The  sending  away 
her  horses,  and  putting  them  up  to  sale,  while  she 
was  at  church ; — the  forcibly  carrying  her  and  con« 
fining  her  to  her  room  ;  afterwards  attempting 
forcibly  to  carry  her  back  to  her  place  of  confine-- 
ment — ^the  forming  an  adulterous  connexion  with 
her  maid — the  keeping  that  servant  in  the  house^ 
notwithstanding  the  remonstrances  of  his  wife  and 
her  friends— ^the  deposing  his  wife  from  the  ma- 
nagement of  his  family,  and  vesting  it  in  this  pros^ 
titute — such  circumstances  have  always  been  held 
by  the  Court,  not  merely  as  acts  of  adultery,  but 
as  connected  with  cruelty.  In  addition  to  this^ 
thiere  is  his  conduct  repecting  the  child — ^notwith^ 
standing  the  pretext  of  paternal  right,  the  exercise 
of  which,  courts  of  justice  will  not  be  disposed 
to  scan  too  nicely ;  yet  here  it  was  done,  as  has 
been  shewn,  merely  to  distress  his  wife — ^this  is 
marital  tyranny — ^it  is  as  <\eaT  an  act  of  deliberate 
and  unmanly  cruelty  as  can  be  committed. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  holding 
the  libel  proved  as  to  cruelty  as  well  as  adultery — 
and  I  decree  a  separation  to  the  writ  d  mensd  et 
toro. 
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Huntington  v.  Huntington  and  Others,  Term. 

Jwne  29. 

The  Rev,  William  Huntington,  of  Pentonville,  iiMtractions 

^        '  '   established  M 

being  taken  ill  early  in  the  month  of  June,  1813,  ^^^• 
went  to  Tunbridge  Wells  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
tuning  the  professional  assistance  of  Mr.  Stone, 
his  solictor,  who  was  resident  there,  in  the  making     . 
and  executing  his  will.  For  the  first  few  days  after 
his  arrival  at  Tunbridge  Wells,  he  was  prevented 
by  the  visits  of  his  friends  from  engaging  in  any 
business — ^but  on  the  27th  June  he  sent  for  Mr. 
Stone,  and  told  him  that  he  had  the  whole  of  his 
will  in  his  own  mind,  and  that  Mr.  Stone  shauM 
write  it  aU  dawn  from  his  own  mouth ;  and  he  par- 
ticolary  desired  it  might  be  written  on  one  sheet  of 
paper,  as  he  did  not  wish  it  to  be  long ;  and  he 
appointed  him  to  come  to  him  on  the  next  day : — 
On  the  next  morning  Mr.  Stone  came,  and  the  de- 
ceased dictated  to  him  No.  1 .     On  the  29th  Mr. 
Stone  was  prevented  by  other  business  from  at- 
tending Mr.  Huntington  in  the  morning ;  and  in  the 
evening  the  latter  (though  he  had  sent  for  Mr. 
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Stone)  was  too  much  fatigued  by  an  alarm  he  had 
experienced  respecting  the  journey  of  a  part  of  his 
family,  to  dictate  to  him.  On  the  30th^  however,  he 
dictated  the  remainder  of  his  instructions  contained 
in  papers  No.  2.  and  No.  3. — and  approved  of 
them  when  read  over  to  him — and  directed  Mr. 
Stone  to  have  the  whole  fairly  copied  and  to  bring 
early  the  next  morning  a  fair  copy  for  him  to  sign 
and  execute.  In  t\tt  afternoon,  a  doubt  having 
suggested  itself  to  his  mind  respecting  one  part 
of  the  instructions,  he  again  sent  ifor  Mr.  Stone, 
and  explained  it  to  him  ;  afterwards  the  deceased 
expressly  informed  several  persons  in  his  family  that 
be  had  been  making  his  will,  and  settling  his  afiEain, 
«ad  had,  that  mornings  finished  it  On  the  next 
morning  (July  30)  he  was  suddenly  attacked  by  a 
fit^  and  rendered  incfqiable^  and  so  continued  till 
the  ev^ing,  when  he  died> 

A  caveat  was  entered  by  the  seven  children  of 
Mr.  Huntington  {vu.  Oad  Huntington,  Ruth  Blake, 
Naomi  Burrell,  Lois  Clark,  Ebenezer^  Beojamin^ 
and  WilUam  Huntington)^— this  caveat  was  warned 
on  the  part  of  Lady  Sanderson^  the  imdow  of  the 
deceased^  who  propounded  the  ingtfiictiiQns  d!c^ 
tated  to  Mr.  Stone>  as^  containis^  together  the  la^t 
will  and  testament  of  her  hwhand.  The  instriM^- 
tions  were  as  follows  : 

"  In  the  name  of  God,  Amwx.^ — I,  WilliMBi 

■ 

^'  Huntington^  being  now  in  my  right  miftd 
^^  and  memory,  and  not  knowing  ti^e  day  of 
'^  my  death,  do  make  and  declare  this  my 
<^  lasl  wiJl  and  testament^  im  manner  and  form 
'^  following  :  imprimis,  that  is  to  say,  I  Imve 
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^^  my  bddy  iUid  soul  in  the  hand  of  my  Saviour 
^^  in  whom  I  have  enabled  to  believe^  and 
*^  in  "v^hom  I  am  saved.  All  my  gardening 
*'  utensils,  all  my  coppers  and  brewing  ves- 
^^  sels,  all  the  casks  of  my  cellar,  my  car- 
<^  tinges,  my  horses,  and  all  the  forniture  and 
^'  effects  of  my  house,  this  I  leave  and  be- 
queath to  my  beloved  wife,  to  be  enjoyed 
by  her  as  long  as  she  shall  live,  so  that  no 
room  shall  be  spoiled  of  its  furniture,  nor 
even  my  study,  nor  my  book-cases  shall  be 
^  dismantled*  The  house  which  I  have  built 
^'  on  the  leasehold  ground  in  Gray's  Inn  lane 
^'  (the  teat  of  which  is  seventy  pounds  per 
annum)  this,  and  the  rents  thereof,  I  give 
to  my  said  beloved  wife,  to  be  enjoyed  by 
**  her,  so  long  as  she  shall  five.  Moreover, 
^the  three  ground  rents  of  the  houses  in 
^  Gray's.  Inn  lane,  at  nine  pounds  per  annum 
^^  each,  for  the  erection  of  which  I  have 
granted  building  leases ;  these  rents  I  give 
to  my  beloved  wife,  to  be  enjoyed  by  her 
as  long  as  she  shall  live.  The  chapel  also 
'^  which  I  have  erected  on  the  said  leasehold 
ground  I  give  my  said  wife,  for  her  life, 
subject  to  her  paying  to  Mr.  Chamberlain, 
'^  or  whoever  it  be  that  succeeds  me  in  the 
<'  ministry,  the  sum  of  two  hundred  pounds  per 
annum  out  of  the  profits  thereof,  the  little 
pie^  of  ground,  which  I  purchased^  Hay- 
**  seldon's  Wood,  in  Cranbrook,  and  erected  a 
^  double  cottage  thereon,  for  the  benefit  of 
^^  three  poor  aged  sistws  of  mine,  and  which  cost 


€4 


€( 


U 


<€ 


C€ 


it 


€€ 


1814. 

Trinity 

ft^ — - 


HuHTiirG- 

TOK. 
V. 

HuNTnra 

TOK. 


216 


CA8B8   DBTBRMXN^D   IN  THB 


1814. 

Trmity 

Tcfm, 


i€ 


tc 


u 


iC 


u 


(( 


cc 


^^  me  better  than  five  hundred  pounds,  I  give 
^^  and  devise  to  my  beloved  wife,  and  her  heirs, 
*^  to  do  as  shct  pleases  with  after  my  said  three 
sisters  shall  be  dead ;  and,  exclusive  ci  the 
five  thousand  pounds  my  wife*s  father  settled 
upon  her,  and  exclusive  of  the  fifty  pounds 
a  year  annuity  likewise^  which  he  settled 
upon  her ;  exclusive  of  these  two  sums,  I 
"  have  received  with  my  said  wife,  eight  thou- 
*^  sand  six  hundred  pounds;  three  thousand 
'^  six  hundred  pounds  I  received  of  Mr.  Dyke ; 
and  five  thousand  pounds  I  received  from 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  being  the  sum  her 
"  first  husband.  Sir  James  Sanderson,  left 
^^  her  upon  her  second  marriage  ;  this  sum  of 
'^  eight  thousand  six  hundred  pounds  I  have 
'^not  diminished  ought,  but  rather  increased  : 
'^  there  is  seven  thousand  six  hundred  pounds 
^^  five  per  cent.,  navy  stock  ;  and  there  is  one 
'^  thousand  one  hundred  pounds  lent,  the 
"  vouchers  of  which  my  said  wife  has  got  by 
^^  her ;  and,  as  it  is  in  good  hands,  I  would 
^  wish  her  not  to  call  it  in  unless  necessitated 
"  so  to  do :  there  are  a  few  more  hundred 
^^  pounds  which  my  said  wife  knows  of,  and 
^^  all  these  several  sums  of  money,  and  my 
^^  power  over  them,  and  all  that  is  due  to  me 
^^  or  may  become  due  to  me,  at  my  death, 
"  whatsoever  the  amount,  or  wheresoever 
'^  found,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  whole  thereof 
unto  my  said  wife  absolutely.  At  the  death 
of  my  invaluable  wife,  I  will  that  all  my 
^^  garden  tools,  my  iron  roll,  and  watering  en- 
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^'gine^  all  my  coppers  and  brewing  vessels^ 
*^  all  the  beer  and  wine  casks  of  my  cellar^ 
^  my  carriages  and  horses,  and  all  the  fhmi- 
''  tnre  of  my  house,  my  library  and  books,  and 
*^  every  thing  else  appertaining  to  me,  in  my 
<^  said  honse  (except  what  is,  strictly  speaking, 
*^  Miss  Sanderson's  own)  I  will  that  it  shall 
^' be  all  sold  at  my  wife's  decease ;  and  the 
^^  money  arising  therefrom  shall  be  distributed 
^'  in  the  following  order  (that  is  to  say)  my 
''  son  Ebenezer  has  run  through  between  two 
and  three  thousand  pounds,  in  which  he  has 
done  no  good ;  being  very  desirous  to  live, 
'^but  not  to  work,  he  has  been  a  heavy 
^^burthen  to  me  in  my  old  age ;  he  has  abili- 
ties sufficient,  not  only  to  run  though  his 
own  share,  but  the  share  of  all  the  rest ; 
^^therrfore,  I  give  him  ten  pounds,  and  no 
more.  My  son  Benjamin  has  run  through 
more  than  five  hundred  pounds ;  therefore, 
'^I  give  him  two  hundred  pounds  which  I 
^'  desire  may  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  Mr. 
'^Edward  Aldridge,  for  his  use.  My  son 
^'  Gjad  has  run  through  three  hundred  pounds ; 
''and,  therefore,  I  give  him  three  hundred 
'^  pounds  more  :  the  residue  of  the  money 
*^  arising  from  such  sale  I  give  to  be  equally 
'^  divided  between  my  daughter  Naomi  Bur- 
rell,  my  daughter  Lois  Clark,  and  my  grand- 
daughter Naomi  Wayte,  share  and  share 
'^  alike.  The  chapel  in  6ray*s  Inn  lane  afore- 
*^  said,  after  my  said  wife's  decease,  and  her 
'^  heirs  jointly^  which  they  shall  haire  no  power 
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^^  to  mor^age^  nor  8€dl>  nor  dittorb  the  con- 
^^gregation  tberons  the  manageri  of  the 
^  chapel  shall  pay  to  my  son  William,  and  son* 
^^  in-law  Janm  Blake^  md  their  hein^  two 
^hundred  poa&df  per  ammnL  dear  of  aU 
^^  dednctkmi^  except  the  property  tax,  as  a 
^'rent  for  the  name;  also  my  said  house  which 
^I  built  in  Gray*8  Inn  lane  (after  tny  sud 
*^  wifis^s  decease)  I  give  to  my  daughter  Na- 
'^  omi  Burrell  for  her  hfe^  and^  at  her  death, 
^  to  devolve  iqion  her  said  daughter,  Naomi 
Wayte^  and  her  beink  The  said  three 
gnrand  lenta  I  g^e  to  my  dau^ter  Lois 
^Cferk^toher  and  her  behrs, after  the  decease 
^  of  my  said  wifeu  .And  my  copyright  of  my 
^^  own  writings  I  give  «id  bequeath^  jointly, 
'^  to  Mr<.  Thomas  Bensley,  and  my  son-in-law 
<<  William  Clark.  This  I  do,  because  my  son 
<^£beoezer  is  determined  to  life  without 
^work;  and,  indeed,  I  have  no  doubt  but 
^  he  would  sdl  them  into  the  hands  of  any 
^<  man^  whereby  spurious  works  in  my  name 
might  be  attadied  to  diem,  and  the  world 
be  abused  by  such  pubhcations ;  to  prevent 
which  I  have  adopted  tfais  method,  Mr. 
Bensley  bemg  foUy  able  to  detect  any  thing 
^^of  this  sort,  he  having  printed  and  pub* 
<^  Ushed  all  my  works.  And  I  do  direct  that 
the  whole  of  the  printii^  and  publishing 
my  said  works  flball  be  umler  the  manage* 
'^ment  of  the  said  Thomas  Bensley*  And  I 
^do  hereby  appoint  Sir  William  Kaye  and 
^^Sir  ^lidford  Harvey  joint  executors,  they 
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'^haviiig  been  gracioualy  pleased  to  express 
^^  that  they  will  perfom  the  executorship  of 
'^  thia  my  ivilL  As  for  me  I  stand  executor  to 
^^no  man's  trill ;  I  am  tnistee  to  no  place  of 
'^ivorshipi  so  that  no  troubles^  firom  these 
^^qmartarsy  can^  in  a^y  vity>  fidl  to  my  exe- 
^  c«tors.  I  giye  my  oook  ten  pounds,  if  she 
^  is  in  my  sendee  when  I  die ;  atod  my  man, 
''Peter  ^inthorp^  the  coachman,  die  like 
'^  sum  of  ten  pounds,  if  in  my  service  when 
**  I  die.  The  place  of  my  intwment  I  direct 
'^  to  be  at  Lewes>  in  the  aame  vault  in  which 

my  late  Taluable  friend,  the  Reverend  Mn 

Jenkins,  was  buried.  I  will  that  they  bury 
'^tae  in  the  v^t  that  was  prepared  for  me  at 
^' Lewes;  and  that  they  lay  me  as  near  as  they 
^^can  to  my  late  firiasd  Mr.  Jenkins.  Let 
'^no  pulpit  be  hung  in  mourning  for  me ;  let 
'^no  funeral  aermon  be  preadoted  ;  let  no  ex- 
'^  temporary  oration  be  delivered  at  my  grave ; 
'Met  no  foneral  ode  be  sung*  The  Lmd  Jesus 
''Ghriat  ia  my  exceeding  great  reward;  to 
''  this  portion  nothing  can  be  added,  and  fix>m 
'^thiB  inhendUmce  nothing  can  be  taken  away. 
^^  And  I  revoke  all  former  vrills,  by  me  at  any 
^  time  hwetofcnre  made. 
Tekok  this  30th  of  Jitne,  ISIS. 

^  No*  2.  And  as  I  have  gone  as  for  as  I 
^^ean  in  making  ha  life  conifortable,,  I  hope 
that  she  will  do  her  part  towards  assisting 
*^  the  in^gart  of  my  fomily. 

^^  No*  3.  And,  moreover,  I  give  and  be- 
'^queath  unto  my  said  vrife,  her  executors. 
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"  adnunistrators^  and  assigns^  the  chapel  called 
"  Providence  Chapel,  with  the  vestry's  yard, 
^^and    appurtenances    thereunto   belonging, 
''  situated  in  Gray*s  Inn  lane,  in  the  county 
^^  of  Middlesex,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term 
*^  therein.     And  it  is  my  request  that  my 
said  wife  shall  settle  the  said  chapel  and 
premises  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  congre- 
gation of  Protestant  dissenters  assembling 
therein,  and  the  minister  who  shall  succeed 
'^me  therein,  in  the  same  way  and  man* 
ner  that  I  formerly  settled  the  chapel  that 
was  burnt  down,  in  Riding-house  lane ;  and 
it  is  my  wish  that  the  same  may  be  con- 
"  veyed  to  the  following  trustees,  namely,  Mr. 
^^  Thomas  Bensley,  Mr.  Christopher  Golding, 
^^Mr.  John  Holland,  Mr.  Edward  Aldridge, 
^^for  that  purpose;  and  I  give  the  profits 
^^  arising  from  the  said  chapel  to  my  said 
*^  wife  for  her  life,  she  paying  thereout  two 
^^  hundred  pounds  per  annum  to  Mr.  Cham- 
^^  berlain,  or  whoever  it  be  that  succeeds  me 
'^  in  the  ministry ;  and,  after  my  said  wife*s 
^'  decease,  I  will  and  direct  that  the  said  trust- 
^'ees  shall  pay  to  my  son  William  and  my 
son-in-law  James  Blake,  and  their  heirs, 
to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  the  sum 
of  two  hundred  pounds  per  annum,  clear 
*'  of  fell  deductions  except  the  property  tax, 
'^as  a  rent  for  the  said  chapel,  which  they 
**  shaU  have  no  power  to  mortgage,  nor  sell, 
•^  nor  disturb  the  congregation  therein.** 
There  was  also  before  the  Court  a  will  of  the 
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deceased)  dated  January  17,  1812,  regularly  exe- 
cated  and  atteeted  by  three  witnesses.  It  gave  Lady 
Sanderson  her  own  fortune,  left  the  bulk  of  the 
property  amongst  his  grandchildren ;  and  the  rest 
and  residue  of  it  to  his  daughter  Alois  C3arke — and, 
in  fine,  was  in  most  respects  different  from  the  in^ 
stmctions  propounded — ^it  disposed  also  of  freehold 
property. 

Swab^  for  Lady  Sanderson. 

Bumaby  and  Phittimarey  contrL 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

There  is  no  sort  of  difficulty  in  this  case-^there 
is  no  room  for  judicial  doubt*  The  propriety  of  the 
disposition  cannot  be  taken  into  consideration — 
all  the  requisites  of  law  are  complied  with  :^t  is 
clearly  proved  that  the  deceased  intended  to  die 
testate^^he  had  mentioned  this  intention  several 
times ;  he  mentioned  it  to  Mr.  Stone  his  solicitor — 
he  was  taken  ill ;  and,  being  impressed  with  an  idea 
that  he  should  not  live  long,  he  determined  to  go 
to  Tunbridge  Wells  to  see  Mr.  Stone : — ^he  arrived 
there  on  the  18th  of  June ;  for  several  days  afi;er 
his  arrival  he  was  so  interrupted  that  he  had  no  op- 
portunity of  setting  about  business.  He  did  not 
apprehend  thai;  he  should  live  long,  yet  he  had  no 
idea  that  he  was  so  near  his  death :  he  sent  for  Mr. 
Stone  his  solicitor  on  the  27th  of.  June  and  told 
him  he  was  determined  to  set  about  his  will — ^he 
does  not  on  the  next  day,  which  was  Sunday ;  but 
oa  the  following  morning  he  dictated  to  Mr.  Stone 
great  part  of  the  piqper  propounded— he  then  said 
he  was  tired  with  so  much  speaking ;  that  he  had 
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done  enough  for  that  day,  but  would  proceed  on 
the  following  morning — ^he  does  not  do  so— but  a 
satisfactory  reason  is  assigned  why  he  did  not — on 
the  day  after  he  sent  a  message  to  Mr.  Stone — ^ho 
came  and  read  over  the  paper  to  him  he  had  writ- 
ten at  his  dictation — ^the  deceased  approved  of  some 
parts^  aad  made  alterations  in  others— he  dictated 
also  another  paper  to  Mr.  Stone  for  his  wife  which 
in  some  degree  accounts  for  his  not  having  done 
more  for  his  family.  Mr*  Stone  having  recdved  by 
dictations  the  contents  of  this  paper^  the  deceased 
then  su^ested  something  further  respecting  his 
4ihapd ;  and  then  added,  ^'  Ke  had  now  nothing  to 
do  thai  required  a  thought:' 

On  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day  the  deceased 
sent  to  Mr«  SUme  again;  and  asked  him  ^' if  he  had 
fatty  understood  him  as  to  the  chapel  being  in 
trust,  and  the  trustees.''  Mn  Stone  replied,  ^  he 
^^  understood  his  intention  to  be^  that  he  would 
^'  leave  the  chapd  to  Lady  Sanderson,  with  a  re- 
^^  quest  to  convey  it  to  the  four  trustees  he  had 
^'  mentioned :  and  adding  it  was  to  be  on  the  same 
^^  trusts  as  the  former  chapel,  fully  explaining  the 
*^  contents  of  paper  three.*'  The  deceased  repliedl, 
^^  That  is  exactly  accordii^  to  my  mind,  or  worda  to 
''that  effects  and  added,  that  ia  all  settled,  you.  will 
^  ttorw  make  it  out  fair,  and  bring  it  to  me  to  rign 
^  Uhmamm  morning/*  On.  the  foUowing  manb- 
ing  the  deceased  waaseittd  withafityandreifedcved 
incapohle  of  signup  this  lulniment,  whidi  waa  aH 
that  remained  to  be  done— 4k  was  prtrenled  freat 
executidig  it  by  the  aet  of  GwL  But  having  na^ 
up  iM  Hind;  going  to  Tunbridee  WeUa  for  the 
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expren  purpose  of  making  his  will ;  and  execution 
bdng  only  prevented  in  the  manner  just  detailed ; 
it  is  as  dear  a.  ease  as  ever  came  before  the  Court. 
The  execution  having  been  clearly  prevented  by 
death  the  instrument  is  not  rendered  less  opera- 
tive for  the  disposal  of  this  property. 
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An  application  being  made  for  costs^  on  the 
part  of  the  next  of  kin^ 
Per  Curiam.  ^ 

Let  each  party  pay  their  own  costs. 
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Newell  and  King  v.  Weeks. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  NicholL. 

Thomas  Weeks,  the  executor  of  the  will  of 
Martha  Trotman,  has  been  cited  by  William 
Newel]  and  Mary  King  to  bring  in  the  probate, 
and  shew  cause  why  it  should  not  be  revoked. — 
Weeks  has  appeared  under  protest,  alleging  various 
circumstances,  and  supporting  them  by  affidavits. 
The  proctor  for  Newell  and  King  has  replied  to 
the  act,  and  has  also  exhibited  affidavits. 

In  ascertaining  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  Court 
will  assume  the  facts  alleged  by  Weeks,  and  which 
are  not  specifically  denied  to  be  true.  Upon  these 
statements  it  appears  that  on  the  death  of  the  de-^ 
ceased,  in  December,  1808,  no  will  being  found,  se- 
veral next  of  kin  proceeded  in  this  Court  to  claim 
the  administration.  While  these  proceedings  were 
going  on,  a  will  was  found  dated  February  9, 1807* 
Weeks  was  the  executor — ^he  propounded  the  will 
-—it  was  opposed  by  three  persons,  John  Newell, 
and  Daniel  and  Maria  Wyatt— they  were  admitted 
by  the  executor  to  be  contradictors— several  pleas 
were  given  in-^-and  about  seventy  witnesses  were 
examined^  The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  July, 
1811,  and  the  Court  pronounced  for  the  will — an 
appeal  was  carried  to  the  delegates :  before  pro- 
ceedings  went  to  sentence  there,  the  appellants 
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declared  they  proceeded  no  further,-^the  sentence 
was  afiirmed  in  Aprils  1812;  and  the  cause  was 
remitted, — ^and  on  the  24th  of  April,  1812,  Weeks 
took  probate. — In  the  course  of  the  proceedings 
the  contradictors  pleaded  that  they,  together  with 
William  Newell  and  Mary  Newell,  were  the  only 
next  of  kin ;  so  that  their  interest  was  not  only 
not  denied,  but  expressly  asserted  and  averred  by 
the  other  three  contradictors.  These  two  persons, 
however,  after  all  these  proceedings,  after  Weeks 
had  been  many  months  in  possession  of  the  pro- 
bate^  under  a  sentence  of  this  Court,  confirmed  by 
the  Court  of  Delegates,  call  in  the  probate  and 
require  Weeks  again  to  prove  the  will  in  solemn 
form  of  law — meanwhile  Humphreys,  the  principal 
witness  in  the  cause,  died. 

Weeks  now  alleges  that  the  suit  was  carried  on, 
though  in  the  name  of  John  Newell  and  the  two 
Wyatts,  yet  with  the  privity  of  WiUiam  Newell 
and  Mary  King ;  and  -that  he  and  Mary  Wyatt 
were  not  only  privy,  but  had  frequent  consultations 
with  the  solicitors^  proctors,  and  others,  concerned 
in  carrying  on  the  same,  and  were  active  in  pro- 
curing information  to  enable  them  so  td  do  ;  and 
that  they  thereby  became  liable  to  pay  a  proportion 
of  the  costs.  In  answer  to  this,  what  is  alleged  on 
the  part  of  Newell  and  King  ?  Simply  that  they 
were  not  parties  to  the  suit,  and  were  not  cited  to 
see  proceedings — ^they  do  not  deny  that  they  were 
privy  to  the  proceedings, — that  they  were  active  in 
procuring  information — that  they  held  consulta- 
tions vnth  the  solicitors,  proctors,  and  others. — 
They  make  affidavits,  confining  themselves  to  the 
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1814.  same  facts :  viz.  ^^  that  no  appearance  was  given  for 
Term.  them,  and  that  they  were  not  cited." — Mrs.  King 
indeed  makes  a  further  affidavit,  '^  that  she  was 
not  responsible  for,  and  has  not  contributed  to  the 
costs.**  William  Newell  does  not  even  deny  that 
he  has  contributed  to  the  costs ;  so  that  the  fects 
already  stated  of  their  being  privy  to  the  proceed- 
ings, of  their  attendance  at  consultations,  and  their 
activity  in  procuring  information,  are  in  no  manner 
denied. — It  is  further  more  specifically  alleged, 
'^  that  certain  solicitors  v^ere  employed  for  the 
several  parties.  J.  Richardson  on  behalf  of  John 
and  William  Newell.  WUliam  Bishop  for  the 
Wyatts  and  for  Mary  King — ^that  Richardson  and 
Bishop  employed  Hart  as  their  agent  in  Glouces- 
tershire, for  procuring  information ;  and  they  both 
instructed  the  proctor  on  behalf  of  their  respective 
clients,  and  attended  the  execution  of  the  commis- 
sions for  examining  witnesses ;  that  they  informed 
themselves  from  time  to  time  of  the  progress  of 
the  cause,  and  communicated  the  same  from  time 
to  time  to  their  respective  clients,  particularly  to 
William  Newell  and  Mary  King — so  that  they  were 
as  well  informed  of  the  merits  and  circumstances 
and  enabled  to  protect  their  interests  as  effectually 
as  if  the  cause  had  been  carried  on  in  their  names.** 
All  this  again  is  in  no  matter  contradicted — ^it  is 
further  stated,  ^^  that,  pending  the  appeal,  a  pro- 
posal was  made  to  Weeks,  that  if  he  would  ad- 
vance 100  guineas  towards  the  expences  of  the 
opposers,  they  would  give  no  further  opposition  to 
the  sentence  of  the  Court  below,  nor  enter  any 
caveat  on  behalf  of  the  other  next  of  kin — that  the 
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100  guineas  were  paid,  upon  the  express  consider*       ^^.i^* 
Btkm^  as  was  then  understood  by  all  parties,  that      Ter^ 
all  opposition  on  the  part  of  the  asserted  relations 
was  to  cease/*    An  affidavit  is  made  by  the  manag- 
ing derk  of  the  proctor  for  Weeks,  to  the  same 
effect. 

This  again  is  not  denied  either  by  the  proctor, 
or  the  parties  themsdves. 

These  are  the  facts :  and,  upon  these  facts,  the 
real  justice  of  the  case  cannot  be  doubted  by  any 
individual.  The  Court  would  deeply  lament  if  any 
rale  bound  it  down  so  strictly  that  it  must  do  so 
great  an  injustice,  as  to  allow  the  parties  again  to 
put  the  executor  on  proof  of  his  will.  On  what 
do  they  stand  ?  they  rest  simply  on  not  appearinff, 
and  not  having  been  cited  to  appear. — If  there 
had  been  distinct  authorities,  or  a  series  of  ad-  ' 
judged  oases,  affirming  the  proposition,  that,  in  all 
cases  where  a  next  of  kin  had  neithw  appeared 
nor  been  cited,  he  should  possess  an  indefeasible 
light  to  put  the  executors  to  proof,  the  Court  must 
luKre  bowed  to  those  authorities :  but  no  authority 
has  been  cited  to  that  effect,  no  case  has  been  pro- 
duced— no  dictum  even  of  any  of  my  predecessors 
baa  been  referred  to~all  that  has  been  relied  npon 
IS,  the  practice  of  citing  parties  to  see  proceedings 
on  pain  of  their  not  appearing — which  proves  no 
more  than  that  you  may  affect  them  with  a  legal 
notice,  which  may  bind  them--4mt  the  converse  of 
the  proportion  is  by  no  means  established ;  it  does 
not  follow  that  they  may  not  be  bound,  or  rather 
may  not  bind  themselves  by  other  means. — The 
proceds  of  dting  parties  is  a  convenient  one  for  all 
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suitors^  because,  when  that  is  done,  you  need  not 
prove  actual  privity — ^the  law  presumed  actual 
privity  after  the  legal  process — the  lis  pendens  is 
sufficient  notice  that  persons  should  appear,  and 
protect  their  own  interests — ^but  if  you  can  prove 
actual  privity,  the  legal  process,  in  point  of  solid 
justice  and  sound  reason,  is  superfluous ;  though, 
ea:  ahundanti  cauteld^  it  may  still  be  convenient  to 
resort  to  it,  and  have  it  upon  record. 

The  practice,  therefore,  may  be  explained,  and 
accounted  for  upon  other  grounds,  short  of  going 
the  length  contended  for ;  viz.y  that  unless  either 
there  is  an  actual  appearance^  or  the  party  is 
formally  cited^  the  proceedings  will  not  affect  him 
however  distinctly  it  may  appear  that  he  was 
privy  to  the  whole  of  them — indeed,  as  I  have 
before  stated,  no  authority,  case,  or  even  dictum, 
to  support  the  rule  to  the  extent  set  up,  has  been 
ofiered  to  the  consideration  of  the  Court. — There 
are  cases,  however,  the  other  way^  which^  though 
not  precisely  the  same  as  this,  yet  shew  that  the 
Court  looks  to  substantial  justice,  and  that  which 
right  reason  requires,  and  does  not  require  indis- 
pensably the  strict  formality  of  citing. 

There  was  a  case  in  1802,  (a)  Richardson  v. 

{^  Richardson  v.  Claney.     (Prerog.) 

JubGMBNT. 

Sir  William  Wtnnb. 

In  this  case  a  decree  issued  on  the  28th  of  January,  1801, 
citing  aU  perrons  in  general  having,  or  pretending  to  have,  an 
interest  in  the  effects  of  the  deceased,  to  appear  on  the  30th  of 
March,  and  all  succeeding  court  days,  to  see  the  will  pro- 
pounded by  one  of  the  executors,  and  all  other  judicial  acts, 
with  *  the   usual   intimation ;    which  is,  that  if  they  did  not 
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CSaney,  where  the  Court  held  that  though  a  party 
was  not  strictly  bound  by  proceedings  in  pcenam, 
yet  in  justice  he  could  not  be  allowed  to  proceed. 


appear,  the  executor  would  proceed  to  establish  the  will. 
Hie  decree  is  not  drawn  quite  in  the  usual  form,  but  in  the 
fbHest  possible  manner  to  affect  all  persons  not  personally 
served — ^it  was  served,  in  the  only  way  it  could,  on  the  Royal 
Bxchange,  it  not  being  known  where  any  relations  might 
be  ;  and  an  advertisement  was  inserted  in  the  public  news- 
papers. 

An  allegation  was  given  in,  and  two  witnesses  were  examined 
upon  it — a  party  appeared  as  first  cousin ;  but  declared  that  he 
would  proceed  no  further.  The  Court  inptenmn  pronounced  for 
the  will  on  the  third  session  of  Michaelmas  Term,  1801,  and 
granted  probate : — ^three  days  after,  before  it  passed  the  seal,  a 
caveat  was  entered  by  the  proctor  who  had  appeared  before — it 
was  warned;  the  same  proctor  appeared  for  Thomas  Claney, 
and  alleged  him  to  be  a  nephew,  and  prayed  an  answer  to  his 
interest,  which  was  assigned,  and  an  affidavit  of  scripts  by  both 
purties.  A  petition  was  brought  in  that  the  executor  might  be 
dismissed,  and  the  probate  which  had  been  granted  might  be 
delivered  to  him ;  and  it  was  objected  that  the  party,  not  having 
appeared  till  after  sentence,  could  not  intervene.  The  counsel 
have  stated  the  will,  and  the  proceedings  which  h^ve  taken  place — 
this  is  not  mere  suggestion — ^both  parties  have  joined  in  it ;  and 
the  whole  being  before  the  Court,  the  Court  has  a  right  to  refer 
to  them.  The  paper  is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased — 
with  this  there  is  aimexed  to  the  affidavit  of  scripts  a  letter  from 
the  deceased  to  his  agent,  in  which,  after  stating  his  affairs,  he 
says  he  has  no  relation ;  and,  therefore,  that  it  was  the .  more 
necessary  that  he  should  make  his  will — ^the  will  was  put  in  an 
envdope,  and  addressed  to  the  executors,  and  endorsed,  "  This 
is  my  will."  It  is  objected  to  the  will  that  there  is  a  clause  of 
attestation,  and  no  witnesses — this  is  supplied,  and  the  Court 
thought  it  supplied,  by  the  testator's  putting  the  will  into  a  cover,  ad- 
dressing it,  endorsing  it,  and  by  other  circumstances.  These  circum- 
stances  being  all  in  the  registry,  and  on  record,  as  far  as  this  Court 


1814. 
Term* 


Newell 

v. 
Weeks. 


330  CASES    DETSRMINBD   IN   TUB 

Another  case  comes  nearer  the  present,  ^here 
the  Court  held  that  the  next  of  kin  being  privy  to 
the  probate,  and  acquiescing  in  the  will,  was  not  at 
liberty  to  put  the  executor  on  proof,  even  though 
the  will  had  not  been  proved  per  testes. — I  allude 
to  the  case  of  Hoffman  v.  Norris  and  Wlute,  (i) 


ean  make  make  them  of  record,  I  think  I  hove  a  right  to  consider 
them,  and  to  see  what  the  justice  of  the  case  is,  and  what  the 
party  would  be  likely  to  obtain ;  and  it  does  appear  to  me  that 
there  is  scarcely  any  possibility  that  he  could  obtain  any  thing. 
Besides  I  most  consider  how  far  this  person  is  to  be  considered 
as  conusant  of  the  proceedings — ^he  is  of  the  same  name  and 
family  as  the  other  who  aj^eared;  he  alleged  himself  to  be 
first  cousin ;  this  calls  himsdf  nephew.  Hie  assignatioA  of  the 
Court  on  the  11th  of  January  to  give  a  proxy  and  an  affidavit  of 
scripts  is  in  the  usual  form  i  none  was  gtren ;  therefore,  dtere 
was  no  preparation  to  proceed  with  expedition,  aa  there  ought  to 
be  in  such  a  case,  llie  executor  is  gone  to  the  East  Indies ;  his 
answers  may  be  prayed,  and  then  the  matter  must  be  hung  up 
for  two  years*  Taking  all  these  circumstances  into  oonsiderBtion, 
and  having  a  just  and  legal  right  to  consider  them,  I  think  this 
is  done  only  for  the  purpose  of  harassing  the  executor,  and 
perhaps  of  driving  him  to  a  compromise,  which  this  Court  will 
never  allow.  Under  all  the  circumstances  of  die  caae  I  think 
myself  at  liberty  to  dismiss  the  party,  and  to  direct  the  probate 
to  pass  the  seal  immediately. 
1805.  (5)   Hoffman  v.  Norris  and  White.     (Pterog.) 

^*^  JvnoMBirr. 

Feb  18  ^  William  Wtitnx. 

George  Hoffman  made  his  will  in  May,  1791,  disposing  of 
real  and  personal  property  between  a  brother  and  sister,  and 
excluding  his  brother  Lewis  Hofihian  for  reasons  mentioned — 
he  died  in  1795.  In  March  1795,  the  will  was  proved  by  the 
two  exeoutors-^oubts  having  arisen  respecting  the  wiU,  a  suit  in 
Chancery  was  brought  against  the  executors,  and  against  Lewis 
Hoffman,  praying  an  account,  &c. — ^tbis  was  answered  by  ii^ 
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ftrerog.  Hilary  Term,  1805.    This  case  establishes      ^8if 
that  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  bar  a  party       Term! 


the  parties.  Lewis  Hoffman,  in  his  answers  on  the  26th  of 
January,  1796,  stated  that  he  believed  the  deceased  had  made 
his  will  as  set  forth ;  that  the  will  was  duly  pfroved ;  and  he 
claimed  all  such  right  as  he  was  entitled  to  as  brother  and  next 
of  kin ;  particularly  submitting  whether  a  legacy  did  not  lapse, 
and  that  he  was  so  entitled.  On  the  26th  of  June,  1 796,  the 
master  decreed  accordingly ;  and  that,  by  the  death  of  William 
Hoffman,  the  kgacy  had  lapsed*  and  consequently  was  dis? 
tributable ;  and  that  one-third  of  tme-half  belonged  to  Lewis 
Hoffman — pursuant  to  this  the  money  was  laid  out ;  and  Lewis 
Hoflfauui  xeceiTed  the  interest  of  the  one  third  of  the  moiety 
pvooeeding  under  the  will,  as  if  the  legacy  had  lapsed. 

In  1804,  a  decree  was  taken  out  in  this  Court  by  Lewis  Hoff"- 
man  against  the  executor  of  his  brother's  executor  to  bring  in 
the  probate,  and  prove  the  will.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  as  a  brother  he  is  entitled  to  controvert  the  will ;  and,  if 
piobate  has  been  obtained  in  eommon  form,  he  can  call  it  in, 
and  put  the  executor  on  proof.  I  do  not  know  that  there  is  any 
upeaBc  time  which  limits  a  party.  The  will  had  been  proved 
in  1795  ;  this  decree  was  taken  out  in  1804,  so  that  there 
had  been  a  quiet  possession  for  nine  years.  I  think  I  know 
jiMitBnces  in  which  the  Court  has  allowed  the  probate  to  be 
eaDcd  in  after  a  longer  time,  that  may  be  done  with  cause 
^lewn :— 4hat  it  may  be  done  under  any  circumstances  is  what 
I  cannot*  admit : — ^it  would  be  contrary  to  reason,  and  every 
principle  of  justice.  Where  the  opposing  party  has  been  in 
a  sitttation  which  rendered  it  impossible  or  difficult  for  him  to 
have  proceeded  earlier ;  if  he  has  been  absent  from  the  country, 
a  mmcr,  or  labouring  under  imbecility,  he  may  be  admitted. 
Bat  without  reason,  and  where  there  are  such  strong  rea- 
sons as  there  are  here  to  shew  that  he  was  not  in  such  a 
state  of  incapacity  as  to  have  prevented  him,  and  further  that 
he  coold  not  be  ignorant  of  all  the  circumstances  relating  to  the 
deceased,  from  the  suit  in  Chancery  soon  after  the  probate  was 
taken  out,  the  case  is  different.    By  his  answers  h^  admitted 
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from  proceeding,  that  he  shall  actually  have  been 
cited  here ;  but  that  the  CJourt  looks  to  the  sub- 
stantial justice  of  the  case : — ^the  next  of  kin,  though 
acquainted  with  the  will  in  that  case,  and  though 
he  had  actually  averred  the  validity  of  it  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  yet  was  totally  ignorant  of  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  had  been  made,  or  the 
state  of  incapacity  of  the  deceased,  or  other  cir- 
cumstances, rendering  the  will  invalid.  'Hiere  are 
many  cases  in  which  parties  have  received  legacies, 
and  afterwards  contested  the  validity  of  the  wills 
under  which  they  received  them.  The  suit  in  Chan- 
cery was  not  one  respecting  the  validity  of  the  will — 
it  was  a  suit  diverso  intuitu. — ^The  will  had  not  been 
proved  j»er  testes  at  all ;  and  yet  the  Court  held  that 
under  the  acquiescence  of  nine  years,  and  without 
cause  shewn,  the  party  was  barred  from  calling 
upon  the  executor  to  prove  the  will  per  testes ;  and 
that,  before  he  could  do  so,  he  must  explain  and 
account  for  the  delay  which  had  taken  place. 


1)oth  the  will  and  the  probate  :  a  decree  was  made  operating  on 
the  lapsed  legacy ;  and  he  acted  under  that  decree,  not  upon  an 
intestacy,  and  continued  to  receive  the  interest  for  five  years  to- 
gether— not  offering  to  bring  up  what  he  has  received,  but  stat* 
ing  only  that  he  had  strong  reasons  to  doubt,  but  did  not  know 
that  he  could  call  them  in  question  after  probate — ignorance  of 
the  law  is  not  an  excuse ;  but  this  is  so  plain ;  and,  having  advice 
as  to  the  deceased's  afiairs  by  the  suit  in  Chancery,  I  cannot 
admit  this.  He  speaks  of  additional  facts — but  this  is  mere  ge« 
neral  assertion — there  is  little  reason  to  think  that  a  will  written 
witfi  the  deceased's  own  hand  in  the  East  Indies,  he  having 
Uved  in  this  country  four  or  five  years  afterwards,  could  be  im-. 
properly  obtained. 

I  dismiss  the  suit  with  costs. 


PRBROGATIVE   COURT    OF   CANTERBURY.  233 

In  the  present  case  the  deceased  has  been  dead  181?- 
ax  or  seven  years — ^bnt  here  a  suit  has  been  in-  Term. 
stitiited,  the  will  has  been  proved  per  testes^  and 
eolenrn  proceedings  have  been  had  between  com- 
petent parties  in  the  same  interest,  and  averring 
the  interest  of  the  parties  who  now  wish  to  in- 
stitute proceedings  afresh,  and  the  judgment  of  this 
Court  has  been  affirmed  by  that  of  the  Court  of 
demiere  resorte — ^Newell  and  Weeks  have  not  only 
been  privy  to  all  these  proceedings ;  but  substan- 
Holly  have  been  parties  themselves  to  this  suit,  quite 
as  much  as  if  they  had  actually  appeared — Spec- 
tators to  the  whole,  and  privy  to  the  whole,  if  they 
had  been  dissatisfied,  they  might  have  intervened 
at  any  moment  of  the  proceeding.  This  right  of 
intervention,  coupled  with  their  privity  to  the  pro- 
ceedings, is  decisive  to  shew  that  they  can  have 
sustained  no  prejudice  by  not  having  been  before 
cited,  and  not  having  before  given  a  formal  ap- 
pearance.— In  the  former  cause  they  had  not  only 
a  right,  but  it  was  their  duty  to  intervene  if  they 
meant  not  to  abide  by  the  decision — their  interests 
were  directly  affected ;  if  the  will  had  been  set  aside, 
they  would  have  established  their  claim.  The  lis 
pendens  served  as  a  public  notice  on  which  they 
were  bound  to  act.  But  that  which  marks,  if  pos- 
sible, more  strongly  the  unfairness  of  the  present 
attempt  (though  this  circumstance  is  not  necessary 
for  the  decision  of  the  question)  is  the  agreement 
made  during  the  appeal,  in  which  it  is  stated  to 
have  been  expressly  understood,  that  on  the  pay- 
ment of  100  guineas,  not  only  was  no  opposition 
to  be  given  to  the  affirmance  of  the  sentence,  but 
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1814.  no  new  caveat  was  to  be  entered  by  any  of  these 
2VrM.  parties ;  and  the  parties  now  proceeding  do  not 
deny  the  fact^  or  their  privity  to  this  agreement. 
It  is  a  most  unconscientious  attempt  again  to  put 
the  executor  on  proof  of  the  will. 

As  to  the  new  £bu^  which  are  pretended  to  have 
been  discovered,  they  are  stated  too  generally,  and 
too  indistinctly,  to  deserve  notice ;  and,  even  if  they 
had  been  more  distinctly  and  more  circumstantially 
stated^  they  wotQd  have  come  too  late  after  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  of  this  Court  by  the 
Court  of  Delegates. 

I  allow  the  protest,  and  dismiss  the  executor 
from  further  proceedings ;  and  I  think  I  am  bound 
to  give  costs  against  the  other  parties. 
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Smith  v.  Smith,  (a)  ^^  *' 

Judgment.  permtneiit 

^  Alimony. 

Sir  John  Nicholl.  auu^ 

It  18  a  general  rule  that  permanent  alimony  shall  ST '"  "^ 
be  larger  than  that  winch  is  allowed  during  suit. —  ^ 
Eren  when  the  bulk  of  the  fortune  originally  be- 
longed to  the  husband^  the  Court  allows  a  compe* 
tent  income  to  the  wife.— She  is  the  injured  party, 
and  has  a  strong  claim  upon  the  Court :  though 
with  respect  to  the  quantum  there  is  no  established 
proportion  of  the  joint  stock : — each  case  must  de- 
pend on  its  own  particular  circumstances  :-^no  two 
eases  ^are  exactly  alike.  But  there  is  in  tins  case 
a  circamstance  which  ought  to  weigh  specially  in 
&Tour  ^  of  the  wife ;  viz.,  that  the  bulk  of  the 
fortune  originally  belonged  to  her ;  and  this  cir- 
camstance is  still  strengthened  by  another,  namely, 
that  the  property  was  settled  on  the  wife,  and 
that  she  was  induced,  by  the  hope  of  better  treat- 
ment, to  give  it  up  to  her  husband.  He  has  been 
not  only  adulterous,  but  cruel — ^and,  in  order  to 

(«}    Vide  supra,  p.  207. 


Smith 

V. 
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1814.  bny  off  his  craelty^  he  obtained  possession  of  the 
TermH      property  which  had  been  settled  on  his  wife. 

It  is  a  rule  of  equity  that  no  man  shall  take  ad- 
vantage of  his  own  wrong — ^perhaps  it  would  be 
Smith,  but  just  that  where  the  husband  violates  the  ma- 
trimonial engagement,  and  the  fortune  was  origi- 
nally belon^ng  to  the  wife  that  he  should  give 
back  the  whole  of  it — Courts,  however,  have  not 
gone  that  length — ^yet,[in  such  a  case  as  the  present 
this  Court  would  give  as  large  an  allotment  as  in 
any. 

In  Lord  Pomfret*s  case,  (4)  where  the  fortune 
came  principally  by  the  wife — the  income  was 
12,000Z.  the  Court  allotted  one  third  to  the  wife — 
*  what  weighed  there  was  that  the  husband  was  a 
peer,  and  that  the  public  had  an  interest  that  he 
should  be  able  adequately  to  maintain  his  station. 

In  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  (c)  where  the  property  was 
small,  the  Court  gave  a  moiety. 

In  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  (d)  the  property  came  by  the 
wife ;  there  also  tlie  Court  gave  a  moiety. 

In  Otway  v.  Otway,  {e)  where  the  bulk  of  the 
fortune  came  from  Mrs.  Otway,  the  Court  would 
have  ^ven  a  moiety,  but  the  husband  had  six 
children  to  maintain  ;  and,  on  that  account,  though 
it  gave  less  than  a  moiety,  still  the  Court  thought 
it  placed  the  wife  on  an  equal  footing  with  the 
husband. 

In  the  present  case  there  is  but  one  child : — 

(b)  The  Countess  of  Pomfret  v.  The  Earl  of  Pomfret.  Arches 
May  14,  1796. 

(c)  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  Consistory  of  London.  May  28,  1791. 
{d)  Cooke  V.  Cooke,  p.  40.         (e)  Otway  v.  Otway,  p.  109. 
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an  infant  daughter  which  the  husband  has  taken 
away  forcibly  from  the  wife,  and  which  the  Court 
considers  as  an  aggravation  of  his  misconduct.  I 
shall  make  no  deduction  on  that  account.  No 
doubt  the  wife  will  gladly  maintain  the  daughter, 
if  he  will  allow  her  to  return  to  her  mother. 

The  joint  income  is  about  2,0p0/. — In  addition 
to  the  4bOL  per  annum  allotted  to  the  wife  pending 
suit,  I  shall  allot  550L  per  annum*  She  will  then 
have  lOOOZ.,  and  he  about  the  same:  but  as  the 
Court  takes  the  husband's  calculation ;  which  may 
be  presumed  not  unfavourable  to  himself,  in  all 
probability  he  will  have  tl^e  better  half. 


1814. 

Trinity 

Term, 


yr."^  -^r.  '"^ 
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Feixowbs  falsely  Stbwabt  v.  Stbwart. 


1814. 
Michaelmas 


Term.      Brought  by  letters  of  request  from  the  Commissary 

Court  of  Canterbury. 


i^J1h?i;?.er.  WlLUAM  STEWART,  the  »on  of  a  gentle- 
^e\nt^  man's  servant,  at  Edinburgh,  in  the  year  1811, 
Sf  biSSr"«i-  having  raised  himself  to  the  rank  of  a  captain, 
pi!^  ^       P^^  ^  addresses  to  Jane  Fellowes,  then  resident 
with  her  mother,  a  widow,  in  Nelson  Square, 
Blackfriars*  Road.     He  described  himself  to  her  ajs 
the  son  of  a  gentleman  of  considerable  landed  pro- 
perty, and  as  presumptive  heir  to  the  earldom  of 
Moray ;  and  in  fine  persuaded  her  to  be  married 
to  him  ^thout  the  knowledge,  and  consequently 
without  the  consent,  of  her  mother. 

The  marriage  was  solemnized  after  a  publication 
of  banns  in  the.  Church  of  St.  Margaret's,  Westmin- 
ster.— On  the  first  Sunday  of  the  publication  he 
was  described  as  William  Douglas  Dundas  Stewart. 
On  the  second  and  third  Sundays,  under  his  par^ 
ticular  direction,  the  name  of  Douglas  was  omitted ; 
and  the  banns  were  published  under  the  names  of 
William  Dundas  Stewart — ^his  only  baptismal  name 
was  William ;  he  was  about  twenty-eight  years  of 
age — and  Miss  Fellowes  was  rather  more  than 
eighteen. 
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On  the  23rd  of  July^  1814,  the  wife  instituted 
a  suit  to  annul  this  marriage — the  libel  stated  the 
nature  of  the  fraud  which  had  been  practised 
against  her,  the  want  of  consent  of  her  mother, 
and  the  circumstances  under  which  the  publication 
of  banns  had  taken  place. 

Bumabjf  against  the  admission  of  the  libeL 

This  libel  is  inadmissible  on  every  ground — ^there 
is  no  case  in  which  the  assumption  of  an  additional 
name  has  been  held  to  vitiate  a  maniage--^nor  has  it 
ever  been  held  that  the  false  representation  of  ranis: 
and  fortune  can  affect  the  validity  of  .a  marriage 
once  established.— It  is  also  utterly  irrelevant  to 
{dead  the  want  of  the  mother's  consent ;  for  by  the 
marriage  act  publicatioh  by  banns  supersedes  the 
necesttty  of  parental  consent. 

Swabey  and  Lushington,  in  support  of  the  Ubel. 

In  the  cases  of  Tree  v.  Quin  (a),  and  Dobbyn 
V.  Comeck  (i),  both  turning  on  the  point  of  the  as- 
sumption of  a  false  name  in  the  publication  (tf 
banns,  the  libels  were  admitted  to  proof.  In  Frank-^ 
land  fD.  Nicholson  ((?),  a  marriage  was  held  null 
for  the  substitution  of  a  false  name  for  the  true 
one — so  also  in  Mather  v.  Ney  {d). 

The  object  of  the  statute  is  to  give  notoriety 
to  the  transaction  in  order  that,  if  any  impediment 

(a)  Tree  v.  Quin,  Consistory,  Easter  Term«  1812,  Vide 
SQpra,  p.  14. 

(&)  Dobbyn  v.  Conieck»  ConuitcNy  of  London,  Hilary  Term, 
Jan.  26,  1813.    Vide  sapra,  p.  102. 

(c)  Frankland  v.  Nicholson,  Ck>nsi«tory  Court  of  London, 
Easter  Term,  May  29,  1804. 

(d)  Mather  v.  Ney,  Consistory  Court  of  London,  Trinity 
Term,  July  10, 1807. 


1814. 
Miehaelm&» 
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Af '^  w       ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  marriage,  it  may  be  prevented.     Banns 
Term.      which  do  not  establish  the  identity  of  the  parties 
must  be  considered  as  unduly  published.    And  the 
identity  of  a  party  may  be  as  much  concealed  by 
Stxwabt.    the  introduction  of  a  false  name,  as  it  may  be  by 
the  omission  of  a  true  one. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

Being  of  opinion  generally  that  this  libel  is 
admissible,  I  shall  not  now  enter  fully  into  the 
question. 

The  intention  of  the  publication  of  banns  is  to 
make  known  that  a  marriage  is  about  to  take  place 
between  the  individual  parties — ^if,  therefore,  the 
publication  is  such  as  not  to  designate,  but  to  con- 
ceal, the  parties — ^it  is  no  publication. — ^This  may  as 
well  be  affected  by  the  insertion  of  an  additional 
name,  as  by  the  omission  of  one. — Here  the  inser- 
tion is  pleaded  to  have  taken  place  in  connexion 
with  fraudulent  circumstances.  It  is,  therefore, 
the  publication  of  banns  with  an  additional  name 
for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the  party  who  is  a 
minor-^and  for  the  purpose  of  imposing  upon  the 
mother — this,  therefore,  is  directly  connected  with 
the  ^eat  object  of  the  suit :  viz.  the  false  publica- 
tion of  banns — it  is  stated  to  be  a  publication  to 
deceive  on  that  point  which  the  act  of  parliament 
intends  should  be  made  known  to  the  whole  world. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  to  admit  the  libel — ^re- 
serving my  final  opinion,  till  a  Aiture  stage  of  the 
cause. 
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Nov.  5. 


Jones  v.  Jones. 


SeVER'AL  of  the  next  of  kin  of  William  Jones  ^  commiswon 

to  Bv/ean  wit- 

of  Sudbury,  in  the  county  of  SuflFolk,  cited  his  neasesinsuf- 
executors  to  propound  his  will  in  solemn  form  of  ^^^^ 
law. 

A  commission  issued  to  take  the  afiSidavits  of  the 
executors  who  resided  in  and  near  Sudbury,  to  the 
testamentary  scripts  of  the  deceased.  This  com- 
mission was  in  the  usual  form ;  it  was  addressed  to 
two  clergymen ;  and  it  directed  that  the  executors 
should  be  sworn  in  the  presence  of  a  notary  pub- 
lic. But,  there  being  no  notary  public  resident 
within  ten  miles ;  the  oath  had  been  administered 
by  the  commissioners  in  the  presence  of  two  wit- 
nesses, instead  of  a  notary  public. 

Jenner  and  Lushington  for  the  next  of  kin. 

The  directions  in  the  commission  are  not  ful- 
filled ;  consequently,  the  return  is  void,  and  the  af- 
fidavit no  affidavit  at  all : — the  presence  of  a  notary 
public  was  essential  to  the  execution  of  the  com- 
mission— it  may  be  of  importance  elsewhere,  as  an 
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Michaelmas 

Term. 


iudictmeut  for  perjury  would  not  lie  under  such  an 
affidavit. 

Swabey  and  Phillimore  contra. 

There  was  no  notary  public  resident  within  ten 
miles ;  and  it  is  not  an  unfrequent  practice  in  the 
execution  of  a  commission  of  this  description  to 
substitute  two  witnesses  for  a  notary  public. 

Per  Curiam. 

I  know  how  strict  the  Courts  of  Common  Law 
are  on  indictments  for  perjury.  Let  a  new  com- 
mission issue,  and  the  executors  be  resworn. 
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181f 
Michaelmas 

Wetdrill  v.  Wright  and  Others.  jy^^  7 


The  husband 
of  a  substi- 
tuted residu- 


Peter    BLOY    of    Walslngham,    in    Norfolk, 

died  some  years  ago,  having  first  made  his  will, 

in  which  he  appointed  his  wife,  Mary  Bloy,  sole  ^tjii^^an 

executrix,  and  left  her  the  residue  of  his  property  *dmini8tra- 

^  r      r        J    tion  in  pre- 

fer Ufc ;  but  after  her  death  appointed  his  daughter  ^^^^P^^^}^^ 

Elizabeth  substituted  residuary  legatee.  The  widow  the  sole  ex- 

''  ecutrix  and 

proved  the  will  in  the  archdeaconry  court,  at  Nor-  residuary  le- 

.  gatee  for  life, 

wich,  but  in  no  other  court  ;  and  afterwards  died  both  parties 
intestate — leaving  several  nieces  and  nephews,  her  ers, 
njext  of  kin. 

William  Wetdrill  the  husband  and  administrator 
of  Elizabeth,  Peter  Bloy's  daughter,  took  out  a 
decree  against  the  nephews  and  nieces  of  the 
widow,  citing  them  to  shew  cause  why  letters  of 
administration,  with  the  will  annexed  of  Peter 
Bloy,  should  not  be  committed  to  him  : — an  appear- 
ance was  given  for  the  parties  cited ; — ^and  an  act 
on  petition  was  entered  into. 

In  this  act  it  was  alleged,  on  the  behalf  of 
Wetdrill,  "That  Peter  Bloy  had  died  leaving  goods, 
chattels,  or  credits,  in  divers  dioceses  or  peculiar 
jurisdictions,  within  the  province  of  Canterbury, 
suflScient  to  found  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court, 
having  made  his  will  in  writing,  and  appointed  his 
wife,  Mary  Bloy,  sole  executrix  and  residuary  le- 
gatee ;  that  Mary  Bloy  survived  the  deceased,  ob-  / 
tained  probate   of  the  will  in  the  archdeaconry 
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^^14.       court  at  Norwich,  and,  in  virtue  thereof,  paid  all 

Michaelmas      ,         ,   ,  ,  ^     •»         i 

Term.  ^.he  deots  and  testamentary  expences  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  is  since  dead  intestate  without  taking 
upon  herself  the  probate  of  the  will  in  this  Court. 
Wright,  ^.nd  it  was  further  alleged  that  Peter  Bloy  by 
his  will  directed  his  wife  to  leave  off  business  at 
the  Michaelmas  after  his  death ;  and  that  all  his 
monies  should  be  put  out  to  interest  to  Henry  Lee 
Warren,  and  the  interest  thereof  be  paid  to  his 
said  wife  for  her  life ;  and  after  her  death  he  di- 
rected the  principal  to  be  paid  to  his  daughter, 
Elizabeth  Wright,  afterwards  Elizabeth  Wetdrill ; 
that  the  deceased  in  her  life-time  sold  divers  goods 
and  effects,  and  himself  placed  the  monies  arising 
from  such  sale  in  the  hands  of  Henry  Lee  Warren, 
and  Mary  Bloy  received  the  interest  ofthis  money 
as  long  as  she  lived ;  and  that  upon  her  death  the 
said  Elizabeth  Wetdrill  became  absolutely  entitled 
under  the  will  to  the.  principal  monies  ;  and  that 
Wetdrill,  as  her  legal  representative,  is  now  en- 
titled to  the  same  ;  and  that  the  monies  now  due, 
principal  and  interest,  amount  to  896/.  0*.  9rf., 
which  is  the  whole  of  Peter  Bloy's  property  now 
to  be  administered." 

On  the  behalf  of  the  nephews  and  nieces  of 
Mary  Bloy  it  was  alleged,  in  opposition  to  this 
statement,  "That  Mary  Bloy  survived  Elizabeth 
Wetdrill ;  and  that  the  sum  of  895/.  0^.  9d.  above- 
mentioned  not  having  been  reduced  into  the  pos- 
session of  Elizabeth  Wetdrill  during  her  lifetime, 
or  into  that  of  her  husband  William  Wetdrill, 
doubts  have  arisen  to  whom  the  895/.  0^.  9d.  be- 
longs, which  question  ought  to  be  determined  be- 
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fore  administration  is  granted  as  prayed  by  the  ad- 
verse party — that  this  Court  is  not  of  competent 
jurisdiction  to  determine  the  same — that  Mary  Bloy 
hath  left  behind  her  divers  goods  and  chattels ;  and 
that  the  parties  in  this  cause  are  her  nieces  and 
two  of  her  next  of  kin,  and  are  ready  and  willing 
to  take  upon  themselves  letters  of  administration 
of  her  goods,  chattels,  and  credits,  and  also  letters 
of  administration,  with  the  will  annexed,  of  the 
goods,  &c.  of  Peter  Bloy,  and  to  distribute  the  ef- 
fects of  Mary  Bloy  and  Peter  Bloy  according  to 
law.  Wherefore  they  prayed  for  letters  of  admi- 
nistration to  them  as  next  of  kin  to  Mary  Bloy, 
sole  executrix  and  residuary  legatee  named  in  the 
will  of  the  deceased  according  to  the  usual  course 
and  practice  of  the  Court." 

In  reply  to  this  it  was  stated^  "  That  besides  the 
895/.  0*.  9rf.,  the  property  of  Peter  Bloy  in  the 
hands  of  Henry  Lee  Warner,  there  is  a  further 
sum  of  200/.,  part  also  of  the  property  of  Peter 
Bloy,  to  which  William  Wetdrill  is  also  entitled,  in 
the  hands  of  Robert  Sillet,  the  husband  of  one  of 
the  parties  in  this  cause,  secured  by  his  bond, 
dated  October  6,  1803,  and  interest  on  the  bond 
for  April  6,  1813,  which  sum  is  part  of  the  monies 
placed  at  interest  to  Henry  Lee  Warner,  pursuant 
to  the  will  of  Peter  Bloy,  to  the  interest  of  which 
Mary  Bloy  was  entitled  for  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease  the  principal  was  to  be  paid  to  Elizabeth 
Wetdrill;  which  sum  was,  in  October,  1803, 
taken  by  William  Wetdrill  out  of  the  hands  of 
Henry  Lee  Warner,  lent  to  Robert  Sillet ;  and 
Robert   Sillet  paid  interest  to  William  Wetdrill 
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thereon  for  the  use  of  Mary  Bloy  a«  long  as  she 
lived,  and  after  her  death  to  his  use  till  the  6th  of 
April,  1813.  When  Robert  Sillet  taking  advan- 
tage of  his  having  himself  inserted  the  name  of 
Mary  Bloy  as  the  obligee  of  the  bond,  though  he 
well  knew  she  had  only  a  life  interest  in  the  money, 
refused  to  pay  any  farther  interest  thereon."  And 
moreover  it  was  denied  "  that  any  legal  doubts  had 
arisen  as  to  the  title  of  William  Wetdrill  to  the 
administration,  because  Elizabeth  Wetdrill  sur- 
vived Peter  Bloy ;  and,  immediately  on  his  death, 
the  bequest  became  absolutely  vested  in  him; 
and  it  was  alleged  ^^that  if  administration,  with 
the  will  annexed,  should  be  granted  to  the  adverse 
parties,  several  difficulties  would  arise  in  the  re- 
covery of  the  200/.  and  interest  secured  by  the 
afore  mentioned  bond/' 

Swabetf  for  William  Wetdrill. 

Phillimore  contrit. 

This  is  a  question  between  the  representative 
of  the  residuary  legatee,  and  the  representative 
of  the  next  of  kin — in  such  a  case  the  former  is 
always  preferred.  Comyn's  Dig.  Administration 
(B.  C.)  Sparke  v.  Denne,  Jones  225.  (a) 


(a)  The  case  between  Sparke  and  Thomas  Denne  of  the 
Inner  Temple  on  an  appeal  to  the  Delegates  was  thus  : — John 
Denne  made  his  will,  and  by  it  devised  several  legacies  in 
money  to  several  persons ;  and  in  fine  devised  the  residue  "  of 
all  my  moveable  goods  and  chattels "  to  his  wife,  and  made  his 
wife  executrix,  and  having  divers  debts  due  on  bond,  died ; 
and  his  wife,  before  taking  out  {)robate  of  the  will,  to  wit  on 
the  same  day,  died  also. — After  her  death  administration  of  the 
goods,  with  the  will  annexed,  was  given  to  the  sister  of  the 
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Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  question  arises  upon  the  grant  of  an  ad* 
ministration  of  the  goods  of  John  Bloy  left  unad- 
ministered  by  his  executrix. 

The  deceased  left  a  widow  and  a  daughter ;  he 
bequeathed  his  property  to  his  wife,  she  paying  to 
the  daughter  a  certain  sum,  and  after  her  death  the 
whole  to  go  to  the  daughter.  The  wife  was  execu- 
trix, and  took  probate  of  the  will  at  Norwich. 
The  daughter  survived  her  father,  and  married; 
but  died  before  the  widow.  The  widow  is  now 
dead.  Administration  de  bonis  is  prayed  on  one 
side  by  the  administrator  of  the  widow;  on  the 
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wife,  who  had  married  Sparke ;  and  against  this  an  appeal  was 
Waght  by  Thomas  Denne,  the  brother  of  the  said  John  Denne. 
The  commissioners'  delegates,  at  the  sentence  given  in  the  canse« 
were,  the  bishop  of  Ely,  Jones,  Whitlock,  Harvey,  and  Croke, 
justices,  and  there  were  no  others  there  ;  and  it  was  after  several 
arguments  of  Drs«  Eden,  Duck,  Crawley,  Bramston,  and  Noy, 
that  the  sentence  was,  that  the  said  administration  *  should  be 
reroked,  and  a  new  administration  granted  to  Denne  with  the 
albresud  will  annexed ;  and  the  reason  was,  that  by  the  devise 
d  "  all  my  moveable  goods  and  chattels"  debts  which  are  jura 
were  not  devised ;  so  that,  in  fact,  there  was  nothing  that 
was  devised.  Therefore,  the  administration  was  committed  to 
the  nearest  of  the  friends  of  John  Denne  :  but  if  all  the  goods, 
diattels,  and  debts  had  been  devised,  and  no  residue,  then  the 
•dministration  belonged  to  the  devisee,  for  he  had  all  the  estate, 
according  to  22  Eliz.  Dyer.  And,  upon  this  difference,  the 
first  administration  was  reversed,  and  the  new  administration 
granted ;  and  it  was  und  voce  by  the  said  commissioners,  and 
they  decreed  that  an  obligation  should  be  taken  from  Thomas 
^ksmt  that  he  would  pay  all  the  legacies  and  perform  the  afore- 
said will,  &c.     William  Jones  225.     (Anno.  6th  Car.) 
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w.*?^1*       Other  side  by  the  husband  of  the  daughter.      It  is 

Michaelmas  . 

Term.       admitted^  and  clear,  that  this  is  not  a  case  within 
the  statue ; — ^the  grant  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court.     The  general  principle,  both  by  the  statute 
Weight,    ^n^  practice,  is  to  give  the  management  of  the  pro- 
perty to  the  person  who  has  the  beneficial  inter- 
est in  it ;  it  is  not  always  granted  to  the  majority 
of  interests  :  but  when  one  party  has  an  interest, 
and  another  no  interest  whatever,  in  that  case  the 
C!ourt  will  place  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
person  who  has  the  exclusive  interest.      Here  [the 
only  property  left  unadministered  is  that  in  which 
the  widow  had  clearly  only  a  life  interest ;  whether 
she  had  more  in  any  part  of  the  property  must  de- 
pend upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  which  the 
Court,  under  these  circumstances,  will  not  go  into. 
Being  a  vested  interest  in  the  daughter,  and  she 
having  married,  and  her  husband  having  survived 
her,  he  has  the  same  right  that  she  would  have  had. 
Wetdrill  then  having  the  sole  interest,  and  the 
others  having  no  interest  at  all,  I  shall  grant  the  ad- 
ministration to  him ;  and  I  do  not  apprehend  that, 
in  so  doing,  I  am  departing  from  the  ancient  prac- 
tice: the  question  is   not  between  the  residuary 
legatee,  and  the  next   of   kin,   as  has  been,  at- 
tempted to   be  maintained  in  argument ;  but  be- 
tween the  representative  of  a  person  who  had  a 
life    interest,  and  the  representative  of  a  person 
who  had  a  substituted  interest.    • 

I  shall  grant  it  to  the  representative  of  the  sub- 
stituted interest. 
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Harrison  and  others  v.  All.Persons  in  General.        ^^ 

i€rtn, 
Feb.  8. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  Court  does  sometimes  grant  to  more  credit- 
ors than  one ;  but  it  prefers  that  one  should  be 
fixed  upon. 

For  the  credit  of  the  Court  I  trust  that  improper 
contrivances  will  not  be  resorted  to  for  the  pur-  ' 
pose  of  preventing  the  just  adminstration  of  the 
estate  :  I  must,  therefore,  intimate  to  practitioners, 
that  to  follow  all  instructions  they  receive  from 
their  clients  may  not  be  creditable.  The  pro- 
ceeding here  is  extraordinary — ^an  appearance  has 
been  ^ven  for  this  party  to  pray  an  administra- 
tion with  the  will  annexed — ^^the  will  now  is  brought 
in,  and  the  same  party  appears  under  a  protest. 
If  he  appears  under  a  protest,  I  must  hear  him ; 
but  I  must  look  to  practitioners  to  satisfy  them- 
selves as  to  the  grounds  of  the  steps  which  they 
take. 
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Cunningham  v.  Sbymour- 


Disputed  wills 
ought  to  be 
lodged  in  the 
registry  of 
the  Court  for 
safe  custody. 


Per  Curiam. 

Practitioners  have  no  right  to  keep  wills  in  their 
possession. — I  have,  in  several  instances,  stated 
that  the  expense  necessary  to  get  a  will  out  of  the 
hands  of  a  party  must  fall  upon  those  who  with- 
hold it.  The  proper  way  is  for  the  will  to  be 
brought  into  the  registry  for  safe  custody*  Where- 
ever  a  compulsory  process  is  necessary  for  this 
purpose,  the  expense  shall  fall  on  the  party  oc- 
casioning it. 
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Hilary 

Sherard  and  Clare  v.  Sherard.  Term. 

Feb,  19. 

The  Reverend  Philip  Casitel  Sherard  of  God-  ^l^^^^, 
manehester,  in  the  county  of  Huntingdon,  died  on  heiTn^to^e 
the  29th  of  November,  1814.     By  his  will,  dated  revoked  by 

y  J  ^  necessary 

the  24th  of  August,  1809,  he  made  the  following  impucation. 
appointment  of  executors  : — 

"  I  nominate  and  appoint  my  three  brothers 
^*  George  Sherard,  Robert  Sherard,  and  Car- 
"  yer  Sherard,  joint  executors  of  this  my  will ; 
"  and  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath  to  them, 
my  said  trustees  and  executors,  the  sum  of    . 
1000/.  in  case  they  shall  take  upon  them- 
selves the  trusts  hereby  reposed  in  them." 
By  a  codicil  of  the  30th  of  August,  1809,  written 
by  himself  on  the  back  of  the  last  sheet  of  the  will, 
he  thus  alters  the  appointment  of  his  executors : — 
"  I  hereby  revoke  the  appointment  of  my 
"  brother,  Robert  Sherard,  to  be  an  executor 
"  and  trustee,  in  the  above  written  will ;  and 
"  appoint  in  his  stead,  my  wife,  Sarah  Haugh- 
"  ton  Sherard,  with  all  the  powers  he  would 
"  have  had ;  and  my  will  is,  that  of  the  1000/. 
"  bequeathed    to    George    Sherard,    Robert 
"  Sherard,  and  Caryer  Sherard,  as  executors 
"  and  trustees  to  this  my  will,  that  he,  Robert 
"Sherard,  receive   103/.   only,   and  that  the 
"  rest  be  divided  betwen  George  Sherard  and 
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1815.  «  Caryer  Sherard  for  their  trouble  in  seeing 

Term,  "  Day  will  executed/* 

^^•v^^         By  a  second  codicil,  dated  December  5,  1812, 
^^         m  his  own  hand-wntmg,  X)n  a  separate  sheet  of 
Shbrard.    paper,  he  made  a  further  alteration :  viz, 

"  I,  Philip  Castel  Sherard,  of  Upper  Harley 
"  Street,  made  a  will  some  time  ago,  in  which 
"I  appointed  my  brothers  George  Sherard, 
"  Robert  Sherard,  and  Caryer  Sherard,  trus- 
**  tees  and  executors,  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
"  rying  that  my  will  into  execution.  I  do  now 
"appoint  my  friend  Sir  Simon  Haughton 
"  Clarke,  Baronet,  a  trustee  and  executor  for 
"the  purpose  of  carrying  my  said  will  into 
"  execution,  instead  of  my  two  brothers  Ro- 
"  bert  Sherard  and  Caryer  Sherard,  as  he  is 
.  "  more  conversant  with  my  affairs  than  they 
*•  'are :  and  I  invest  him  with  all  the  powers 
"  and  rights  which  I  had,  in  the  before  men- 
"tioned  vrill,  invested  Robert  Sherard  and 
"  Caryer  Sherard  with,  for  the  purpose  of 
"lexecuting  my  will.  And  my  intention  is 
"that  my  brother  George  should  remain 
"trustee  and  executor,  and  that  Sir  Simon 
"  Haughton  Clarke  be  joined  with  him  only  ; 
"and  I  hereby  revoke  the  appointment  of 
"  Robert  Sherard  and  Caryer  Sherard  as 
"trustees  and  executors,  but  wish  all  the 
"  rest  of  my  will  to  be  put  in  execution,  and 
"  be  considered  as  my  last  will  and  testament." 
The  question  before  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  widow  was  to  be  considered  as  an  executrix ; 
and,   consequently,   whether  probate  was  to  be 
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decreed  to  her  a$  well  as  to  the  Reverend  George 
Sherard  and  Sir  Simon  Haughton  Clarke,  Bart. 

Swabetf  and  PhiUimore  for  the  Reverend  G. 
Sherard  and  Sir  S.  H.  Clarke. 

The  last  codicil  must  be  held  to  be  a  virtual  re- 
vocation of  the  appointment  of  Mrs.  Sherard  to  the 
executorship.  It  is  clear  from  the  context  that  the 
testator  intended  to  confide  the  management  of  his 
property  to  no  other  person  but  the  two  executors, 
named  in  that  instrument:  the  words  ^^ and  my 
intention  is  that  my  brother  George  should  re- 
main trustee  and  executor^  and  Sir  Simon  Haugh- 
ton Clarke  he  joined  with  him  only,^  can  only  be 
interpreted  as  revoking,  by  necessary  impUcation, 
as  well  the  executors  named,  as  the  executrix,  not 
named,  in  tlie  former  testamentary  papers. 

Lushing  ton  and  Cresswell  contrct. 

It  is  necessary  that  the  contradiction  should  be 
direct  to  effect  a  revocation :  under  the  first  codicil 
the  appointment  of  the  widow  is  clear — an  ex- 
ecutorship is  a  beneficial  office,  and  is  so  considered 
in  law.  If  there  be  such  a  contradiction  that 
the  whole  cannot  subsist  together,  then  the 
latter  part  may  destroy  the  former  ;  but  if  it  be 
only  doubtful,  then  that  construction  must  be 
adopted  which  will  give  effect  to  the  whole.  Ridout 
V.  Pain  (a),  Ulrick  v.  Lichfield,  {b)  Swinburne, 
p.  1026.  The  taking  away  a  beneficial  right  is 
odious ;  there  cannot  be  a  revocation  of  an  exe- 
cutor by  implication. 
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Hilary 


Shbbard 

V, 
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(a)  Ridoat  v.  Pain,  3  Atkms  485 . 
(h)  Ulrick  V.  Litchfield,  2  Atk.  373.. 
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1815.  Words  only  are  relied  upon — there  is  nothing  to 

Term,       induce  the  Court  to  suppose  that  Mrs.  Sherard  was 
in  his  contemplation  when  he  wrote  the  last  codi- 
cil ;  such  an  interpretation  has  the  most  just  and 
Shbrabd.    natural  reference  to  the  subject  matter — the  word 
onlj/  is  used  with  reference  to  the  other  brothers — 
if  he  had  intended  to  have  revoked  a  former  ap- 
pointment, he  would  have  done  it  in  a  plain  manner ; 
if  he  had  forgotten  that  he  had  appointed  his  wife, 
he  cannot  be  held  to  have  revoked  that  which  he 
did  not  remember. 
Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  testator,  the  Reverend  Philip  Castel  She- 
rard, appointed  his  three  brothers  executors  in  his 
will ;  a  week  afterwards  he  made  a  codicil  in 
which  he  revoked  the  appointment  of  his  brother 
Robert,  and  substituted  his  wife  in  his  stead :  this 
codicil  is  solemn  and  formal ;  he  signed  it ;  and  it 
is  attested  by  three  witnesses.  On  December  5, 
1812;  Sir  Simon  Clarke  was  substituted  as  execu- 
tor for  two  brothers  of  the  deceased ;  and  it  is 
said  that  he  shall  be  joined  with  his  brother  George 
only.  The  question  is,  whether  by  this  codicil 
the  appointment  of  Mrs.  Sherard  is  revoked  also  ? 
She  is  expressly  appointed  by  a  very  formal  instru- 
ment ;  the  revocation,  therefore,  must  be  either  ex- 
press or  by  necessary  implication.  It  is  not  express — 
because  there  is  no  mention  of  it — it  is,  therefore, 
reduced  to  the  consideration  of  whether  it  is  revoked 
by  necessary  implication. — Taking  the  whole  of  the 
words  together,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  it 
is.    The  testator  recites  only  his  will,  (he  does  not 
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refer  to  the  codicil  by  which  he  had  appointed  his 
wife)  and  continues,  "/  do  now  appoint  my  friend 
Sir  Simon  Haughton  Clarke,  Bart,  a  trustee 
and  executor  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  my 
said  will  into  execution,  instead  of  my  two  bro^ 
thers  Robert  Skerard  and  Caryer  Sherard-^  as 
he  is  more  conversant  with  my  affairs  than  they 
are ;  and  I  invest  him  with  all  the  powers  and 
receipts  which  I  had  in  the  before  mentioned 
will  invested  Robert  Sherard  and  Caryer  She- 
rard  with,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  my  will, 
and  my  intention  is,  that  my  brother  George 
should  remain  trustee  and  executor,  and  that 
Sir  Simon  Haughton  Clarke  should  be  joined 
"  with  him  only  ;  and  I  hereby  revoke  the  appoint- 
ment of  Robert  Sherard  and  Caryer  Sherard  as 
trustees  and  executors ;  but  wish  all  the  rest  of 
my  will  to  be  put  in  execution,  and  to  be  eon- 
"  sidered  as  my  hist  will  and  testament ^ 

He  substitutes  this  gentleman  instead  of  his  bro- 
thers— if  the  word  only  was  not  inserted,  there 
could  be  no  possible  doubt ;  but  it  does  not  seem  to 
me  that  the  word  only  revokes  the  appointment  of 
his  wife.  The  Court  must  endeavour  to  give  ef- 
fect to  every  word  if  possible  ;  only  one  brother  is 
left  executor  out  of  three — the  word  only  seems  to 
refer  to  this — such  construction  is  fortified  by  what 
follows — if  he  had  meant  to  have  revoked  his  wife 
also,  he  would  have  so  stated  it  in  this  part — ^when 
he  expressly  revokes  the  appointment  of  his  bro- 
thers, and  confirms  the  rest  of  his  will,  he  confirms 
the  appointment  of  his  wife. 
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It  has  been  conjectured  that  he  had  forgotten 
the  second  codicil  in  which  he  substituted  his  wife 
for  his  brother — ^he  might  have  had  no  access  to 
his  will,  on  which  that  codicil  was  endorsed,  at 
the  time  of  making  his  second  codicil — and  this  is 
possible  from  the  expression  "  sametifiie  a^o'\"  If 
he  did  not  recollect  the  appointment  of  his  wife,  it 
is  clear  he  did  not  mean  to  revoke  it. 

Supposing  that  he  did  recollect  her,  it  is  most 
extraordinary  that  he  did  not  expressly  revoke  the 
appointment  if  he  wished  it  not  to  stand — the  pre- 
sumption in  that  case  must  be,  that  he  intended  to 
have  three  executors. — On  the  whole,  there  being 
no  revocation  of  the  appointment,  either  by  express 
words,  or,  as  it  appears  to  me,  by  necessary  im- 
plication, I  am  of  opinion  that  Mrs.  Sherard 
ought  to  be  joined  in  the  probate  with  the  other 
two  executors. 


END  OF  VOL.  II.   PART   I. 
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^  1815. 

Hilary 

Fbllowes,  falsely  called  Stewart,  «.  STE\fART.(a)     F^b!^. 

•Judgment.  *  •»«r'?g« 

annulled  on 

Sir  John  Nicholl.  account  of 

This  ifl  a  suit  promoted  by  Jane  Fellowes  against  of  a  fklie  * 
WiHiam  Stewart  to  annul  a  marriage  had  on  the  ^n^^tion 
SOth  of  October,  1811,  by  reason  of  a  fraudulent  ®f  !»«»• 
and  undue  publication  of  banns. 

The  party  applying  for  the  sentence  of  nullity 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  a  minor  of  the 
age  of  18 — her  father  was  dead— her  mother  con* 

(ft)  See  page  3dS. 
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tinued  unmarried^  and  the  marriage  was  had  with- 
out her  consent — this^  though  it  would  not  be  a 
sufficient  ground  to  set  aside  the  marriage  if  the 
banns  were  duly  published^  is  an  ingredient  in  the 
case  not  improperly  introduced  to  the  notice  of  the 
Court  as  tending  to  shew  fraud  in  the  transaction. 

The  first  publication  was  by  the  names  of  Wil- 
liam Douglas  Dundas  Stewart ;  the  two  subse 
quent  publications  by  the  names  of  WiOiam  Dunda$ 
Stewart  only.  It  is  alleged  that  this  was.  a  publi- 
cation by  false  names  through  fraud: — the  publica- 
tion must  be  in  the  true  names  of  the  parties;— 
where  the  true  names  are  not  used,  it  is  no  notice 
at  all  to  other  parties ; — even  either  of  the  parties 
themselves  may  have  an  interest  in  the  true  names 
being  used, — ^thetrue  names  are,  therefore,  required. 
What  are  the  true  names  may  be  matter  of  difi- 
culty ;— it  may  be  a  question  whether  a  naiqe  gained 
by  repute  may  not  be  fairly  used ; — but  there  is  no 
such  difficulty  in  the  present  case.  What  would  be 
the  effect  of  a  slight  variation,  from  error  or  acci- 
dent, has  perhaps  not  been  settled  by  any  direct 
decision ;— perhaps  it  would  not  vitiate  the  publica- 
tion. In  the  present  case  the  names  were  never 
assumed  before ;  but  were  adopted  to  assist  in  prac- 
tising a  fraud  against  the  other  party. 

This  person  was  not  a  boy  when  his  acquaintance 
commenced  with  Miss  Fellowes, — he*  was  twen^- 
seven  or  twenty-eight  years  old ;  she  was  only  six- 
teen or  seventeen.  It  is  proved  that  he  was  never 
known  by  any  name  but  that  of  William  Stewart- 
he  asserted  himself,  upon  this  acquaintance,  to  be 
the  presumptive  heir  of  the  Earl  of  Moray,  and 
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the  son  of  a  man  of  large  landed  property  in  Scot-      1815. 
had ;— whereas  it  is  proved  by  the  evidence  of      Term. 


V. 


Lord  Moriay  that  there  was  no  truth  whatever  in 
this  representation  : — ^the  fact  tutns  out  to  be  that 
he  was  the  son  of  a  man  who  kept  a  sort  of  vint-  Stewam. 
ner's  cellar^  where  tobacco  was  sold^  in  some  part 
of  Edinburgh  :— his  false  representations  were  made 
in  the  presence  of  Miss  Fellowes  and  her  mother ; 
and,  in  order  to  support  the  deception^  he  had  the 
arms  of  the  Moray  family  engraven  on  his  seal-^^ 
by  these  artifices,  though  the  mother  expressed  her 
aversion  to  him  in  strong  terms,  he  prevailed  oh  this 
young  woman  to  marry  him,  she  being>  as  it  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence,  rather  captivated  by  the 
hope  of  a  coronet 

Miss  Jones  proves  that  he  desired  her  to  have 
the  banns  published  by  the  names  of  William 
Douglas  JbuAdas  Stewart,  and  that  they  were  ac- 
tually so  published; — she  says  that,  to  prevent  mis- 
takes, she^  two  or  three  times,  asked  him  if  the 
names  were  right,  and  he  assured  her  that  they 
were ;  and  that  this  conversation  passed  when  he 
was  walking  with  her  and  Miss  Fellowes.  Miss 
Jones  returned  home  shortly^  afterwards,  and  re- 
duced the  names  into  writing  : — ^previous  to  the  se^ 
cond  publication  he  called  himself  at  the  vestry 
room,  "and  had  the  name  of  Douglas  struck  out — 
but  f<Hr  what  reason  does  not  appear :  and  on  the 
'tecond  and  third  Sunday  he  had  the  banns  pub- 
lished in  the  names  of  William  Dundas  Stewart.  . 

What  would  be  the  case  if  this  were  miere  er- 
ror the  Court  is  not  called  upon  to  enquire, — it 
would  be  very  reluctant  to  vitiate  the  marriage : — 
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i€i5»  tke  in96riion  of  a  nfiiiie  may  mislead  M  vrell  ai  the 
^^  ^ifiissiQP  0f  a  noma ;— here  it  roust  have  been  done 
^^v*^^  for  pome  purpMe  of  defteption,  to  give  eolour  to  bis 
FuLovBi  ft^nier  fffiid ;— it  roieht  tend  fmuduleiitly  to  con-« 
Stiwabt.  fim  the  ide«  of  the  connexion  he  had  before  set 
np.  The  publicatiira  yma  not  in  the  true  naaies^-^ 
suppose  any  one  present  at  the  pnbUeation  who 
knew  WiUiani  Stewart,  the  vintner's  soh--wouId 
he  know  WiHiam  Dundas  Stewart  P  Certainly  not. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  any  person  was 
aetuaUy  deceived  ^-it  is  sufficient  if  any  perBon 
might  have  been  deceived  ;^«0fi  cenatat  that  this 
vary  airQuinstanee  might  not  lull  to  resit  all  other  en*- 
quiries-^ioight  not  Miss  JiNies  have  been  deceived 
by  it  ?  Suppose  enquiries  made  of  Still  (a  wit^r 
ness  to  whom  his  brother  had  been  apprentice^  and 
who  had  known  him  from  his  boyhood^)  who  only 
knew  him  by  the  name  of  WiUian^  his  answer 
would  ko,  ttiat  it  was  not  the  same  p»son  ;--ihe  in* 
trodactioa  of  namen  of  this  sort  might  mislead ;  and 
it  is  obvious  the  party  intended  to  cpmmit  fraud. 

Upon  tike  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  pub<- 
Kcation  vras  not  in  the  true  names,  and  that  it  was 
a  fraudulent  publication ;  as  such  I  proaounea  the 
marriage  to  he  a  nullity. 
Swahegf  prayed  costs* 

The  Court  having  questioned  the  wgistrar  as  te 
the  practtee  of  giving  costs,  in  cases  of  this  de- 
ieription,  said^  I  think,  anderthe  circumstances  of 
this  case,  I  am  bound  to  give  costs. 
Posts  given. 
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Taylor  and  Othars  t.  Diplook.  jpru  i*^. 

« 

Job  Taylor;  a  staff  serjeant  in  lh(S  corps  of  A  husband 
royal  airtilldry  driters^  on  hid  return  front  Poriu-  ^^ezeca- 
gy  in  the  Queen  transport  was,  oh  the  I4ih  of  t^^^!^'' 
Janoary,  1814,  wrecked  in  Pahnottth  harbour,  and  ^*i?fe*°/„ 
drowded }  his  wjfe,   whd  was  also  On  board  the  drowned  at 

.  the  same  time) 

transport,  perished  by  th^  saitie  caidmtty.  administra- 

Job  Tdylor  left  a  will,  in  which,  after  bequeath*  win  annexed 
iag  sereral  small  legacies  amongst  his  relations,  he  fext^kh^f 
bad  cdnitituted  his  wife  sote  eiceculrix  and  resi-  the  husband. 
doaty  legatee  i-^^his  property  ahsoanted  to  4O00/. 
A  qyiMion  arose  whether  the  relationa  df  (he  hns-  * 
band  or  the  relatioiis  of  the  wife  were  etitkldd  to 
this  residue.    Jatties  artd  Richard  Taylor,  the  bro- 
thers, afid  Eleanor  Baillie  the  sister  of  the  htis- 
band  on  one  side,  and  Sarah  Diplock,   tiiothcfr  of  ^ 
the  wifi^,  '6n  the  other,  r^peetively  prayed  udmi- 
nirtraiton  with  the  wiH  antidied  to^  be  granted  to 
tbetfi  i  fltid  Sarah  Diplock  prayed  also  in  the  idter- 
nattTe,  that  if  not  grafted  to  her,  administration 
with  the  will  aitiiexed  should  be  grant(id  to  John 
France,   her  nominee,  limited  to  ditend  certain 
proceedings  to  be  had  in  the  Court  of  Cbftticery. 
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The  facts  of  the  case  were  detailed  in  an  act  on 
petition^  in  support  of  which  several  affidavits  were 
produced  on  both  sides. 

On  behalf  of  the  relations  of  the  husband^ 
Jeremiah  Barham,  Joseph  MinshuU  and  John 
DaniellSj    (three  privates  of  the  corps  of  royal 
artillery  drivers^    who  were   aboard  the  Queen 
transport  when   she  was  wrecked^    made   oath 
"  That  the  Queen  transport  ship  arrived  at  Fal- 
^'  mouthy   on  or  about  the  seventh  day  of  the 
month  of  January^  and  remained  there  until  the 
fourteenth  day  of  the  same  month ;  early  in  the 
momil[ig  of  which  day  a  heavy  gale  of  wind 
arose^  and  the  said  ship  struck  upon  a  rock, 
when  these  deponents  who  had  been  asleep  be- 
''  low^  v^ent  up  upon  the  deck ;  and  this  deponent^ 
*'  the  said  Jeremiah  Barbara^   for  himself  saith, 
that  he  was  one  of  the  first  persons  who  so 
came  upon  deck^   and  soon  after  saw  the  said 
Job  Taylor  and   Lucy  Taylor  his  wife  come 
up  together  upon  deck^   the  said  Job  Taylor 
having  a  plaid  cloak  upon  his  arm :    That  the 
said  Job  Taylor  soon  after  went  down  into  the 
cabin^  and  returned  on  deck  with  another  plaid 
'^  cloak^  which  he  threw  over  the  said  Lucy  Tay- 
lor^ who  before  had  but  little  clothing  on  her  : 
and  all  these  deponents  make  oath  that  they  saw 
*'  the  said  Job  Taylor  and  Lucy  Taylor  together 
*^  upon  the  quarter  deck  of  the  ship  some  time 
'^  after  she  struck  upon  the  rock  ;  and  th^se  depo- 
nents^  the  said  Jeremiah    Barham    and  John 
Daniells^  heard  the  said  Job  Taylor  offer  a  large 
'/  sum  of  money  to  any  person  who  would  get 
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^^bis  wife  on  shore;  and  in  about  ten  minutes 
''  or  a  quarter  of  an  hour  after  the  ship  parted 
'^  in  the  middle  and  filled  with  water^  and  many 
'^ persons  were  then  lost:  but  these  deponents 
being  engaged  in  seeking  their  own  preservation^ 
cannot  say  whether  the  said  Job  Taylor  and 
"  Lfucy  Taylor  were  among  the  persons  who  were 
then  lost^  but  have  heard  they  were  both  drowned^ 
with  many  others  in  the  said  ship/' 
Robert  Hawarth,  8erjean%  and  John  Ratcliffh, 
and  Patrick  MtUrannan, .  C drivers  in  the  corps  of 
royal  artHlery,)  deposed  "  that  they  heard  Taylor 
"  offer  20002.  to  any  one  who  would  save  his  wife^ 
'^  but  as  no  one  made  the  attempt  he  went  down 
into  the  cabin  himself ;— that  Lucy  Taylor  was  of 
a  timid  disposition^  and  probably  so  terrified  that 
^'  she  died  before  her  husband  could  get  near  her." 
On  behalf  of  Mrs.  Diplock^  (the  mother  of  the 
wife,) 

John  Dicker,  lieutenant  in  the  royal  artiUery, 
deposed,  ''That  Lucy  Taylor  was  apparently  of 
a  strong  robust  constitution,  in  good  health  and 
very  active ;  and  that  Job  Taylor  was  rendered 
"  unfit  for  active  service  by  a  severe  asthma,  which 
"  frequently  afflicted  him  to  a  severe  degree.'' 

James  Roe,  a  private  in  the  Artillery,  swore 
to  the  same  effect,  and  "  that  Job  Taylor,  after 
having  been. on  deck,  went  again  into  the  said 
cabin  by  which  time  the  said  vessel  began  to 
"  fill  wiUi  water  very  rapidly  which  this  depo- 
"  nent  could  ascertain  from  the  circumstance  of 
the  provisions  laid  in  for  the  crew  and  passen- 
gers of  the  said  vessel  which  were  stowed  in 
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''  the  bottom  of  tfie  gtrid  fMse}  Veing  driven  by  the 
^'  vk^ence  of  the  water  up  the  gangway  of  the 
'^vessel;  and^  thereupon^  immediately  and  whiUt 
''the  said  Job  Taylor  remained  below^  in  the 
eabin^  the  vessel  went  in  pieces^  when  this  de- 
ponent^ and  the  several  persons  near  him^  re- 
^  mairied  on  the  wrecks ;  and  in  about  a  quarter  of 
an  honr  afterwards^  he^  this  deponent^  saw  that 
part  of  the  said  vessel  7t)kerein  was  the  said  Job 
Taylor  and  the  said  Lucy  Taylor,  fall  into  the 
water.  And  this  deponent  further  saith^  that 
he^  this  deponent  was  washed  on  shore  apoa  the 
''  wreek  of  the  said  vessel,  with  about  one  hundred 
^  and  one  other  persons ;  bat  that  all  the  rest  were 
''drowned;  and  amongst  those  so  drowned  weri^ 
^  the  said  Job  Taylor,  and  Lucy  Tayter,  in  man- 
'^  ner  aforesaid. 

Jemier  and  PhiUimore,  for  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  husband. 

The  burthen  is  thrown  on  the  adverse  party  to 
shew  that  there  ever  was  a  moment  in  which  the 
property  vested  in  the  wife.  The  presumptions  of 
law  and  fact  are  unfavourable  to  such  a  conclusion 
-^in  the  absence  of  evidence  a  natural  presump- 
tion arises  from  the  very  texture  and  constkntion 
of  the  human  frame ;  the  deKcate  frame  of  the  one 
is  less  calculated  to  withstand  the  shock  and  buflfet 
of  the  waves  than  the  more  hardy  and  robust  frame 
of  the  other !  according  ako  to  general  probabilities 
a  female  is  naturally  timid  and  less  likely  to  be  pos- 
sessed of  presence  of  mind  in  instant  and  unfore- 
seen danger  than  a  man,  especiaily  one  whose  oc- 
cupation it  had  been  to  face  danger  and  death  in 
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every  shape :  this  i«  no  lancifiil  theory,  it  ha«  found 
its  way  into  that  code  of  laws  which  had  its  fonnda-^ 
tion  deep  in  the  knowkdge  of  human  nature.  In 
eases  of  this  description  the  Roman  law  infariaUy 
founds  its  presumptions  on  the  relative  strength 
arising  from  the  probabilities  of  age  or  strength  of 
the  two  persons.  '^  Si  (a)  maritus  et  uxor  iimul 
perierint,  stipidatio  de  dote  capituh  '  d  in  nuart-- 
monio  mulier  decepisseV  habebit  loeum,  at  non 
probatur  ilia  superates  viro  fuisse  :*'  and  again^ 
'^  Cum  (6)  puberejilio  mater  fiaufragio  periit,  cum 
exphrari  non  possit  uter  prior  extinctus  stt^^kU* 
manius  est  credere  JUium  diutius  vtxisse" 

The  evidence  here  fortifies  the  presumption  of 
kw.  There  is  no  circumstance  from  which  any 
Cur  inference  can  be  extracted  that  the  wife  sur- 
vived. The  husband's  possession  of  the  property 
is  certain,  there  is  no  proof  that  the  wife  ever  pos- 
sessed it : — our  claim  is  founded  on  a  known  fact, 
theirs  on  an  unknown  fact ;— ours  on  an  apparent, 
theirs  on  a  non-apparent  right : — they  have  not  sa*> 
tisfied  the  obligation  imposed  npon  them,  and  shewn 
themselves  the  representatives  of  a  person  who  ever 
possessed  the  property. 

Adams  and  Dodaon^  contra* 

The  rules  of  the  civil  law  were  founded  on  the 
time  of  life,  and  the  strength  of  body,  most  likely 
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(•)  DigMt,  in>.  34.  c.  9.  s.  9.  De  ConiBMrltoltlMia. 

(6)  Dig.  Ub.  34.  t.  32.  bat  if  the  son  was  onder  the  sfs  •! 
priMrty  the  preiimption  was  iavetted  on  the  grocmd  that  tie  fall 
growtt  woHMUi  was  the  more  robvst  of  the  two.  Si  mulkr  cum 
JUh  impitbers  nmtftaglQ  periU,  prhrem  jUium  necaium  am  m* 
umgjkwr.    Dig.  lib.  84.  Ut«  5.  ^ 
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to  encounter  difficalty — tbey  have  no  application 
here — the  sex  of  the  party  was  one  circumstance  ; 
but^  in  the  present  case^  the  person  of  the  weaker 
sex  is  proved  to  have  been  the  strongest  of  the 
two.  She  was  of  a  strong  hale  constitution, 
whereas  her  husband  was  an  invalided  soldier ;  the 
probabilities  are  strong  that  she  was  the  survivor. 
Gen.  Stanwix's  case  and  Wright  v.  Netherwood  (c) 
are  in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the 
other  side. 


(c)  This  case,  more  generally  known  in  onr  courts  under  the 
denomination  of  Wright  v.  Sarmuda,  (Frerog.  Easter  Term, 
May  6,  1703.)  is  reported  in  the  notes  of  Evans's  edition  of 
Salkeld,  2  Saik.  593.  Being  in  possession,  however,  of  a  very 
full  note  both  of  the  argument  and  judgment,  taken  by  one  of 
the  advocates  who  were  present,  and  on  whose  accuracy  great 
reliance  may  be  placed,  I  have  given  it  insertion  here ;  and  thai 
the  more  readily,  as  the  nature  of  the  case  and  the  ground  of 
the  decision  have  been  frequently  misapprehended. 

Sir  William  Scotiy  counsel  for  Sarmuda. 

This  is  a  cause  brought  by  the  next  of  kin  against  the  exe« 
cutor  of  Groorge  Netherwood  to  obtain  the  judgment  ^  the 
Court  on  a  testamentary  paper,  under  circumstances  set  fortli 
in  an  allegation  and  the  answers. 

Geoige  Netherwood  married  Elizabeth  Lomaz,  on  the  24th 
of  June,  1783.  On  the  8th  of  Oct.  he  made  a  will  charging 
his  real  estate  with  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies  if 
the  personalty  should  be  insufficient,  giving  some  pecuniary  and 
specific  legacies,  and  leaving  the  residue  to  his  wife  by  her  former 
name  of  Elizabeth  Lomaz,  spinster ;  he  bequeathed  to  her  also  his 
real  estate  for  her  life — and  appointed  Sarmuda  his  executor  in 
England,  and  other  persons  executors  for  his  property  in  the 
West  Indies. — He  had  several  children :  on  the  12th  of  March,' 
1789,  his  wife  died,  leaving  three  Children  by  him.  In  Nov.  1789, 
he  married  Ann  Lomax,  the  sister  of  his  first  wife;  and  had  issue 
by  her,  one  son,  born  and  baptized  in  Jamaica.    In  July  1791, 
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Judgment; 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  case  is  under  sio^hr  ctrcumstances ;  it 

George  Netherwood,  his  wife,  and  her  son,  and  all  his  children 
by  his  first  wife,  embarked  for  England  in  a  vessel  which  has  not 
been  heard  of  since,  bnt  is  supposed  to  hare  foundered  at  sea, 
and  thty  all  perished.  Probate  of  the  will  was  granted  to 
Sarmnda  the  executor,  who  is  now  called  vpon  to  prove  it  in 
solemn  form  of  law,  or  to  shew  cause  why  the  probate  should 
not  be  revoked,  and  administration  granted  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  deceased  as  baring  died  intestate.  The  facts  stated  in 
the  allegation  are  admitted  in  the  answers  on  which  the  cause 
now  comes  on.  The  property,  by  the  inventory,  appears  to  be 
about  8000/. ;  the  legacies,  given  by  the  will,  amount  to  388/. 
only.  Under  the  circumstances  stated  we  submit  that  the 
will  is  not  revoked : — ^the  validity  of  the  second  marriage  cannot 
now  be  questioned ; — undoubtedly,  by  the  general  principles  of 
the  law,  marriage,  and  the  birth  of  a  child,  is  the  revocation 
of  a  will  ;^-on  the  ground  that  it  is  such  an  alteration  of  circum* 
stances,  that  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  the  testator  adhered  to  a 
will  made  before  it  occurred  ;-*but  it  is  a  presumptive  revoca* 
tion,  and  may  be  repelled  by  circumstances,— -if  it  is  shewn  to 
be  the  intention  of  the  deceased  that  it  should  operate.  It 
stands  notwithstanding:  therefore,  these  cases* are  always  open 
to  the  evidence  of  circumstances.  There  being  a  second  mar* 
riage  Is  of  consequence,  for  when  a  married  man  makes  his 
will,  the  wife  dies,  and  he  marries  again,-— in  case  of  such  man' 
ha? ing  a  family,  there  is  not  such  a  total  change  of  drcum« 
stances  as  In  the  case  of  a  bachelor. 

Thompson  v,  Shephard,  in  Amblerc— Myall  o.  Duflield,  be- 
fore Dr.  Calvert. 

Per  Curiam* 

Those  were  cases  entirely  of  drcumstances. 

Sir  WUliam  Scoii.— But  this  is  one  also— Great  part  of  this 
will  could  not  operate,  the  residue  being  given  to  the  wife,  and 
the  legacies  being  but  small*:  as  it  would  dispose  only  of  a 
•mall  partof  the  property,  it  would  not  raise  th^  presump- 
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arises  upon  the  grant  of  an  administration^  wUh 
the  will  annexed  of  Job  Taylor  :*~and  the  question 
is>  ^ijiether  the  administrfttioB  is  to  be  granted  to 

tion  which  would  arise  on  the  dispoMtioa  of  the  whole  or  a  large 
portion  of  the  property^    Gray  o.  Althamy  Cockpit,  176^ 

He  could  not  be  insensible  of  the  existence  of  the  will ; — it 
must  be  presumed  he  knew  its  operation— ^small  bequests  only  ; 
the  bulk  of  his  fortune  is  subject  to  the  statute,  and  would  be 
a  proTision  for  his  wife  and  family* 

Pmt  Curiam* 

What  do  you  say  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  deceased 
and  his  children?  it  would  make  a  differencOi  in  case  of  intes* 
tacy  as  to  the  persons  interested. 

Sir  JVilUam  ScaO. — ^It  would  make  a  difference  only  as  to 
the  persons  to  be  bound  by  the  sentence,  and  they  may  take 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  the  will. 

PerCuriamy 

How  was  the  oase  of  General  Stanwix  determined  ? 

Sir  WiiUam  ScoU. — ^It  was  co|npromised  at  the  recommenda- 
tion of  Lord  Mansfield^  who  said  there  was  no  legal  principle 
on  which  he  could  decide  it. 

P6r  Curiam. 

But  how  do  you  mean  to  proceed  ?  the  parties  here  are  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  deceased  on  the  one  side,  and  the  exeeutor 
on  the  other* 

Sir  IViUiam  ScoU^^Th^y  must  resort  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery for  directions  in  either  case — the  queition  is,  only  whether 
Sarmuda  is  to  act  as  executor,  and  to  pay  the  legaciea. 

Dr  NichoU  an  the  same  sida  wUh  Sir  fViUiam  ScM. 
^  All  presnnptivo  revocations' are  Hricif  Juris — the  ckcem* 
stances  to  revoke  must  be  such  as  are  totally  inooadstent  with 
the  idea  of  the  intention  that  the  will  should  stand :  generally 
marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child  is  a  revocation,  because  the 
situation  is  so  changed ;  all  the  duties  and  relations  are  altered, 
-^t  is  laid  down  in  all  the  cases,  there  must  be  a  total  altera- 
tion of  circumstances. — If  it  would  not  md&e  a  material  ehange 
ef  circomstaaces  or  di^sttioa,  which  the  deoeaied  wenld  pre« 
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tli«  neit  of  kin  of  the  testator^  or  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  residiiary  legatee. 

The  mother  of  the  residuary  legatee  had  origi* 

hMj  vMkjBj  then  the  presmnptions  are  repelled, — ^here  h« 
clearlj  iotended  to  take  so  mech  as  Is  left  bj  legacy  from  his 
wife  and  ehlldrOD. — ^The  disposition  is  nearly  the  same  as  the 
will  made. 

MrtT  ournwc* 

Do  yon  mean  to  argue  the  question  the  same  as  if  the  child 
hmA  saprlTed  ?  might  not  the  will  rcTlTe  ? 

Dr.  NkheU. — ^It  m^ht, — hot  I  most  argne  it  so;— -there  is  no 
fact  on  which  to  argne  which  sorTiTod;  the  father  might  be  pre- 
sumed to  do  so  as  the  stronger,  the  child  as  the  yonnger.  l%ere 
have  been  eases  in  which  the  presomption  has  not  been  held  to  take 
plaee,  beeanse  there  has  been  no  tneh  change  as  to  Indnee  it. — 
Bbown  9.  Thompeen,  1  Bq.  Abr.  319.  Cnbttt  v.  Brady,  Calder 
e»  Galder,  Prerog.  Jan.  1T93, — this  last  was  different  in  its  cir» 
CMurtaaees, — the  will  was  wholly  Inconsistent  with  the  relation 
of  fatiier  and  husband,— he  left  the  bulk  of  his  fortune  to  his 
brother, — there  were  declarations  to  suppoH  the  presumptions, — 
the  reiidne  was  small,  the  will  would  inrolTe  the  family  in  great 
lidgalioB,  all  the  drcumelanoes  tended  to  support  the  presump- 
Heas-^-The  effset  here  will  be  only  to  glre  the  l^cies  which 
the  deceased  meant  to  gl^  from  his  wife  and  cMidfen  ^-<-*to 
f«t  hb  eitale  in  thb  maeagement  of  that  peraon  to  whom  he 
meant  to  gl?e  It,  when  he  was  a  manned  man  with  children  $ 
then  there  ft  tueh  alteimtion  of  circumstRnees  as  induoes  the  pre* 

* 

sumption. 

The  case  of  revhal  has  not  been  considered ;  suppose  a  man 
■ikea  a  will,  and  marries,  and  has  dilldreB,-'-the  wife  and 
^Mfei^dle, — ^how  does  the  case  stand  ?  In  the  Roman  law 
the  agnaiio  nd  haredii  reroked  a  will, — but  the  death  of  such 
heir  retired  It. — These  cases  are  professed  to  have  gone  on  the 
ground  of  the  Roman  law« — ^I  desire  the  eounsel  te  considor 
this  point  agidnst  the  next  court. 

Sir  WiLiiAM  Scott. 

Aeeerdlog  to  the  Roman  law  Mgtmiiom  peMimi  vet  qiuui 


1815. 

EaHer 
Term. 


Taylor 

DlKOCK* 


MaglX 


270 


GA8B8  DETERMINED  IN  THE 


1815. 
Eatier 
Term. 


Taylor 

DiFLOCK. 


nally  made  a  different  prayer,  viz.  that  this  court 
should  grant  an  administration  for  the  purpose  of 
substantiating  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 

potthumi  rumpUur  iestameniuifi'''~on  the  death  of  the  child  the 
will  rcTif  ed  if  quan  poHhumus  only^  that  is,  though  not  strictly 
by  the  citII  law,  yet  dabatur  possessio  secundum  tabulas  by  the 
PraetoriaQ  law,  as  by  a  new  designation  of  the  will  of  the 
father  ;^-on  the  death  of  the  real  posthnmons  it  did  not ;  there 
the  presumption  could  only  be  after  the  death  of  the  testator  ; 
Yoet  ad  Dig.  ^8. — On  the  principles  of  the  Roman  law,  the 
father  must  be  supposed  to  sorrive,  and  the  child  to  Iulto  died 
first* 

Dr.  NkhoU. 

All  perished  in  the  same  ship  ;— -the  bference  of  commoM 
sense  is,  that  the  husband  surri? ed  the  others,  the  child  being 
only  an  infant  of  a  year  old.— This  was  the  presumption  ^f  the 
cif  ii  law.  D.  34.  5.  S%  and  23.  Voet  in  loc.  D.  %3.  4.  U. 
JDomat.  in  loc.  Then  the  presumption  being  that  the  father  and 
husband  surWfed,  the  question  is,  whether  his  will  is  rOTohed? 
—there  is  no  case  where  it  has  been  held  roToked  in  the  law  of 
England, — the  law  looks  to  the  time  of  making, — of  consnmmft* 
lion,  it  was  good  at  the  time  of  making. — ^ApresumptiTO  roToca* 
tion  by  the  law-of  England,  is  not  so  strong  as  the  rtgpiUo  tesU^ 
menii  by  the  ci?U  law.  There  it  was  completely  a  destmctioli^ 
here  it  is  only  a  presumption,  which  may  be  rebutted  by  any  ei?  i^ 
dence«  Being  4>nly  a  presumption,  we  most  suppose  the  party 
ileparted  from  ihe  intention, — the  removal  of  those  causes  would 
as  completely  reriTO  it,  and  in  a  stronger  manner ;  for  It  is  con- 
firmed by  the  act  of  the  testator,  at  least  negatively  in  not  de- 
stroying it.  By  the  Praetorian  civil  law  the  will  revived  on  the 
death  of  the  quasi  posthumus  ;  on  the  presumption  of  intentioo, 
•the  party  not  having  destroyed  it.  D.  28.3.1.  Domat.3.1.5. 

Dr.  Baiiiney  contri. 

An  exception  to  the  general  rule  of  revocoHon  in  the  case  of  a 
widower  has  been  stated  ;  but  I  do  not  know  the  case  stated ; — 
the  will  is  as  much  revoked  by  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child, 
as  if  it  had  not  been  made ; — ^it  could  not  be  the  intention  that  it 
should  exist  in  the  change  of  circumstances,  after  the  birth  of 
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cery^  and  suspend  its  own  proceedings  till  the  Court 
of  Chancery  had  decided  the  point:— The  Court 
would  have  been  glad  to  hare  devolved  its  functions 

many  children ;  less  so,  when  the  partj  had  contracted  a  mar- 
riage a  second  time. — ^It  has  been  compared  to  the  case  of  a 
posthnmous  child,  who  not  being  proTided  for,  would  not  af- 
fect a  will ; — but  that  is  only  a  partial  change.    We  allow  the 
general  mle  of  the  cifil  law,  as  to  the  surTival  of  the  father; 
there  is  no  admission  of  the  fact  here  that  the  child  died  first, 
there  is  no  proof  of  it ;  they  all  died  by  ship^reclL j-^agnatio 
posihumiy  vel  quasi  agnaiio  posihumij  destroyed  the  will.  D.  98. 
3.  2.    D.  28.  3.  12.    Legatees  are  let  in  merely  on  account  of 
the  presumption  in  favour  of  the  hmreg  $cripiu$  for  whom  the 
intention  of  the  testator  is  to  be  pre8unied.^-.The  general  pre- 
sumption is,  that  a  will  is  set  aside  by  marriage  and  the  birth  of 
a  child.    The  rule  of  the  cit U  law  is,  that  thoogh  the  child  die 
the  will  would  not  reriTe. 

Dr*  Swabey  on  the  same  side  wUk  Dr.  BatHne. 

It  appears  by  the  InTontory  that  the  estate  is  worth  about 
8000/. ;  the  freehold,  as  far  as  we  can  guess  from  the  arrears 
due,  ia  VTk  per  annum  only — ^the  will  is  executed  in  duplicated 
VHietfaer  a  question  may  arise  hereafter,  to  whom  the  admini- 
stration is  dne^  on  the  question  of  surriTorship,  stands  clear  of 
the  present  question.  The  dTil  law  has  been  accurately  stated 
on  the  other  side.  Zpuch  qu»  3.  The  law  is,  that  the  will  is 
equally  re? oked  whoNsrer  snrrived.  By  the  death  of  the  child,  it 
is  that  the  will  is  not  rerWed  by  the  law  of  England ;  they  assume 
this  doctrine  from  the  citil  law ;  but  I  deny  this.  The  general 
principle  is,  that  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child  reroke  a  will. 
There  have  been  many  decisions  on  the  point ;— the  principle 
on  which  they  have  been  founded  is  the  change  of  intention 
grounded  on  a  total  change  of  circumstances;— it  has  been  said 
the  change  is  not  so  great  in  the  case  of  a  widow  as  in  that  of  a 
bachelor, — Salmon  v.  Sullif  an,  before  Dr.  Bay,  was  cited  by  Dr. 
CaWert  in  Myall  v,  Duffield,  as  deciding  equally  the  rerocation 
in  one  case  as  the  other.  There  is  no  case  where  the  quantity  of 
property  affects  the  revocation.  Altham  v*  Grey  is  mis-stated  In 
Ambler,  as  appears  from  Sir  George  Hay's  argument  in  Shop* 
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in  this  instance  on  the  Court  of  Chanceryi  but  it 
had  not  the  power  to  do  so ;  it  is  bound  to  prooeed> 
the  two  jurisdietims  might  take  u  different  view  of 

htrd  V.  Shapherdy  5  T.  R.  •— -Browa  o>  Thoropspn,  1  Eq.  Ab. 
413.  Tlia  geaeral  rule  is,  tbat  it  is  a  reTo^tion,  ualesiB  tbare 
.  It  ef  tdeaca  to  tlie  contrary.— 'In  Thompsoo  v*  Mjall  and  Shap* 
bard,  (in  iba  Prerag.)  Dr.  Calfert  deddad  on  tha  dacUnatioiis 
aad  avidaaca  af  intantion  that  tha  will  shoald  staiid«— *From  a 
MMta  af  Dr.  Fiial's,  it  appears,  tkat  lo  Barrow  a«  jBft«tar,  (Prarag. 
IW5^  Baxtar  made  a  will  in  Jaaa  16$0,  in  wliidi  his  aster  and 
kar  Jiu^hMd  wera  axacatori : — it  waa  coatastad  by  hii  widow, 
wba  aat  foath  that  an  the  ^th*  of  June  1669,  he  married  her, 
and  had  issvie  a  son,  bom  twalTO  months  afterwards,  wao  livad 
tbfffe  years,  but  died  before  his  father;— Uiasa  facts  weraad* 
milled  in  tha  aa^wnra,  setting  forth  abo  tbM  tha  wife's  fortniie 
was  aecnsad  to  her  by  Bettlement.--A  (dea  was  given  in,  stating 
misconduct  of  the  wife,  and  ill  treatment  of  die  huibaad  b]f  bar, 
— ^there  were  depositions  aBtabltsklng  this  iisct;  and  one  wliness 
apoke  to  bar  usanitj.~The  Court  bald  tha  wiU  to  be  rarokad. 
If  the  ^aatity  of  property  disposed  of  is  admitted  to  be  af 


eoasaqaeace,  the 


most  be  a  Tory  unoertain  aritarioo ; 


one  jndga  may  hold  one  quantity  aoffioient,  aad  aaothar  may 
bold  aaofther.— rThe  second  wife  saceeoded  to  tha  aama  plaerf  in 
the  deeaasad's  affections  which  the  first  had,  why  ^re  we  nof  to 
preswma  that  there  was  an  intention  she  should  be  pitavidBd  for* 
A.  duplicate  also  was  eiecpted  ;  and  this  is  material  to  show  tlmt 
one  wil)  wa9  with  the  testator  which  it  was  in  his.  own  power  to 
vavoka  at  any  time. — ^According  to  tha  dTil  law  it'waa  pm* 
SttsMd  that  the  Cither  jurvived  for  a  little  tune,  when  a  wiU 
•was  bald  re? i? ed  by  tha  Prvtorian  law ;  it  was  on  the  presump- 
tion, of  the  roTiTaL  of  intention.  This  was  the  equitaUa  rule, 
net  tha  strict  law  loondad  on  the  ptasumption  of  iBtaBtion,-«^ 
whans  there  was  no  such  intention  the  will  was  not  supported 
as  in  oase  of  tha  deatb  of  the  teal  posthumous^  wbisne  the 
fatbar  was  dead  before,  is  the  exception ;  there  could  be  no 
intaatian }  the  same  rale  applies  here  where  tha  father  sup* 
iiimi  so  little  tfme,  in  such  particular  circumstanees»«*— I  do  not 
tUuk  tha  rale  is  daiiTod  from  the  diH  law  :*Htbe  child  was 
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the  question.  That  matter  has  not  now  been  gone 
into ; — the  argument  has  been  confined  to  which 
of  the  two  parties  is  entitled  to  the  administration. 

the  oDly  object  there,  flie .  ivife  none ;  the  marriage  was  on  a 
different  footing: — marriage  is  no  rerocation;  the  birth  of  a 
child  -was  an  actual,  not  a  presumptif  e  roTOcation. 

Sir  William  Scott  in  reply. 

ZoQch  leaTes  every  thing  in  donbt 

Per  Curiam. 

That  work  was  not  designed  as  an  authority  for  courts ;  bat 
as  a  disputation  for  the  schools. 

Sir  William  Scott — ^The  rule  of  the  civil  law  was,  as  lias 
been  laid  down,  the  death  of  a  quan  posihumus  child  set  op  a 
will  'again :  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  the  father  lired  a 
considerable  time  after.  If  it  is  established  by  eridence,  on 
presumption  that  the  father  surTived,  it  is  sufficient ; — ^it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  the  intention,  the  rule  of  law  takes  place. 
In  Barrow  v.  Baxter,  it  does  not  appear  that  there  were  not 
other  circumstances  in  the  case;  there  might  be  many  ;  it  seems 
to  haye  been  a  case  of  intention,  it  would  certainly  go  some 
way  to  shew  that  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  is  not  adopted. . 

In  Salmon  v.  Sullivan,  it  is  not  stated  that  the  parly  was  a 
widower  with  ckUdreny — if  he  was  without  children,  it  is  the 
ttme  as  if  he  was  a  bachelor. 

In  Calder  v.  Calder,  the  court  said  all  the  circumstances 
were  to  be  considered ;  that  the  quantity  of  property  given  was 
of  consequence,  to  see  how  far  the  wife  and  children  were  de- 
prived of  subsistence— it  is  extraordinary  if  marriage  and  the 
birth  of  a  child  do  revoke  any  testamentary  paper  giving  even 
a  small  legacy ;  that  no  such  case  has  been  brought  before  the 
courts.  Lord  Mansfield  in  Cubitt  v.  Brady  declared  he  knew 
none  where  there  was  not  a  total  disposition.  There  are  many 
small  legacies  to  friends,  as  probable  an  intention  of  the  de- 
ceased as  a  provision  for  his  wife.  The  smallness  of  the  pro« 
perty  is  a  very  material  part  of  the  evidence  ;  if  it  is  such  as  he 
Aight  itaturally  dispose  of  after  marriage  and  the  birth  of  child^^ 
ren,  the  presumption  is  weaker,  and  less  evidence  is  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  tlTe  will.    If  the  authority  of  the  Roman  law  had 
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The  first  and  preliminary  question  is,  on  which 
side  lies  the  presumption  ?  on  whom  the  burthen 
of  proof?   The  administration  prayed  is  not  to 

beea  considered ;  the  case  of  Berrow  v.  Baxter  would  have  re* 
ceiT^d  a  different  decision.  It  is  generally  allowed  that  th9 
doctrine  is  taken  from  the  ciTil  law,  thoogh  we  may  not  haye 
adopted  all  the  particular  rules  of  that  law, — no  part  of  It  is 
more  reasonable  than  the  reviTal  under  these  circumstances* 

Dr.  Nickoliy  on  the  same  side  in  rq>ly. 

I  do  not  agree  in  this  case  that  it  is  either  an  absolute 
rerocation,  as  if  the  will  had  not  been  made ;  or  an  absolute 
taking  effect,  unless  there  is  eTidence  of  intention  afterwards. 
I  think  as  Lord  Mansfield  did  in  Cubitt  v.  Brady,  that  it  is 
merely  a  presumption  to  be  taken  away  by  any  eTidence^  It 
|u^d  been  said,  tiie  reason  in  Brown  v.  Thompson  was  that  ti^ 
proTisioB  made  would  go  to  the  same  person, — the  wife  would 
take  care  of  the  children  | — the  presumption  here  Is  that  It 
was  left  to  her  to  take  care  of  them. — ^It  has  been  said  the 
change  of  circumstances  Is  the  only  principle  ;*<-t^  is  net  m>$ 
but  it  is  the  intention  to  be  inferred  from  such  a  change. 
Then  if  the  situation  of  the  deceased  is  such  tl|at  but  a  little 
change  of  circumstances  is  effected  by  marriage  and  tlie  birth  of 
a  child,  and  the  intention  might  reasonably  be  to  make  the 
same  disposition,  then  there  is  no  presumption  from  intention. 
Here  there  is  no  material  alteration  in  circumstances :  he  made 
his  will  when  he  married  ;  when  he  died  he  was  substantially 
in  the  same  condition,— the  residue  under  this  will  was  lapsed^ 
and  would  be  a  provision  for  this  wife  and  child.  The  residue 
is  never  held  immaterial ;— there  are  very  few  legacies  which 
the  deceased  clearly  intended  always  to  give,  and  it  was  alwaye 
bis  intention  to  give  the  mansgement  of  the  estate  to  these 
executors. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Wynke. 

George  Netherwood  executed  a  will  in  October  1783,  by 
which  he  gave  188f.  in  legades,  and  left  the  residue  to  V% 
wife  by  the  name  of  Elizabeth  Lomax,  spinster,— he  left  his  real 
estate  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  the  remainder  to  a  cousin,— h^ 
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ikt  iHfe^  but  to  the  httsbafid— i>rMn4  faeie^  it  be- 
longs to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  party  deceased^-tQ 
him  and  to  his  property  the  wife^  or  nett  of  kia  has 


■ppaJBied  Mr.  SwimdR  kb  aeeator  in  Esglsad,  and  otlm 
fsAoBS  In  the  Wert  Isdiet^^tke  persoBtl  prepertj  by  tbe 
imrentefy  tmowiCi  to  S^OOOL;  the  reel  estate  as  far  as  appears^ 
m  «bo«l  VL  per  annuwu^Tb»  probate  which  had  been  granted 
to  the  enentor  b  caUed  fai9-*«nd  the  eiceentor  b  tisiled  open  bj 
sefetal  eonrfn^gennans  to  shew  cause  why  the  deceased  shall 
net  be  prwMigneed  to  have  died  intestate.  An  allegatieB  liat 
btesi  gbsB)  and  answers  taken  to  it  s-«on  thtei  the  calue  is 
hronglrt  on.  The  facts  of  th^case  are,  that  aftar  the  execntloii 
of  tiie  wiU,  s.  ew  in  Ifarch  1789,  the  wilb  died,  leavfaigchildren, 
—4a  Nomber  1789,  lie  narried  Anne  Lonwz,  her  sister ;  thil 
b  Dot  Material  after  the  death  of  the  parties,— «nd  had  issoe  one 
Mtt.  In  1701  they  all  embarked  together,  the  husband,  the 
wife  and  her  child,  and  tlw  children  of  the  first  marriage,  from 
Jasaaica;  and,  they  have  not  been  heard  of  shice.  The  Teasel 
b  presumed  to  have  foundered  at  sea,  and  all  to  ha?6  perished* 
it  b  eoatended  by  the  aelU  ci  khi  that  by  marriage  and  the 
bHrth  of  tiie  child  thb  will  is  roid  by  hnpHcatian  Of  Uwy^while 
en  the  other  sUe  it  b  maintained  that  the  circnmsiaaoes  of 
Oe  case  are  snftobnt  to  rebut  the  presnmptiott. 

It  b  said  there  b  a  dnpiicate,  and  that  Cbcmnstaaee  would  be 
of  immmqeeace ;  If  it  appeared  that  the  wUl  was  in  England  all 
the  tbae  the  deceased  was  absent  so  that  it  was  not  in  hb  power 
to  reioftto  It,  though  it  does  not  appear;  the  other  might  have 
bean  In  hb  custody  aU  the  time.  Therefore  thb  b  not  in  the 
consideration  of  the  court.  The  office  never  aska  far  a  dnpHcttta 
it  has  been  argued  for  the  eaneutor  tint  tlioitgh  a  will  made  by  a 
bndielcn' Is  veld,  yet  if  a  wni  b  nufde  by  a  wUewer  or  nmrried  man 
having  chUdras,  thb  would  make  a  dlibience ;  and  in  support  of 
iUs  they  have  referred  to  the  case  in  the  mai^n  of  Ambler  which 
seems  a  ndstake, — ^it  is  certainly  so,  if  this  is  the  same  case  which 
was  here  befere  Dr.  Lee,  which  I  tidnk  It  b  not.  I  cannot  see 
the  prindple.  I  take  the  principle  to  lie  change  of  circumstances 
fbunding  the  presvmption  of  a  change  of  intention.    I  do  not 

lAy  he  ta  not  to  be  presumed  to  beem  tiie  same  Intentien  for 
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a  right  to  administer  under  the  statute  of  adminis- 
trations. 

But  it  is  laid  down  in  the  books^  that  in  case  of 

the  SBcood  wife  ftnd  her  family  us  for  the  first. — I  do  not  see 
the  principle  on  which  to  make  any  alteration  : — then  there  is 
no  difference  whether  it  be  made  by  a  widower  or  a  bachelor. 

The  argument  is  by  far  more  weighty  which  is  founded  on  the 
operation  and  effect  of  the  will  under  the  circumstances, — the 
legacies  to  his  friends  are  small  in  proportion  to  his  fortane^^- 
by  the  death  of  his  first  wife  the  bequest  of  the  residue  lapsed : 
therefore  the  children  by  the  second  wife  would  have  come  in 
for  an  equal  distributire  share  with  those  by  the  first.-^There 
is  a  declaration  of  Lord  Mansfield  in  Cubitt  o.  Brady,  intimat* 
ing  an  opinion,  that  he  went  on  the  total  depriTation  of  for- 
tune to  the  children  ;-*if  a  small  part  is  giTen, — only  legacies 
to '  friends,  and  no  more,  and  an  ample  proTtsion  is  left  for.  his 
wife  and  children,  I  know  of  no  instance  where  the  will  has  been 
held  revoked.  I  think  that  the  principle  does  not  militate 
against  this. 

*  Here  the  testator  gave  small  legacies  to  his  friends,  and  gave 
the  bulk  of  his  fortune  to  his  wife ; — ^probably  this  was  early 
after  the  marriage  ;  prob&bly  most  of  the  ichUdren  were  bora 
after.  The  birth  of  a  child  only,  is  not  a  rerocation,  he  might 
mean  to  leave  the  childiyn  in  her  power. — ^It  is  not  improbable 
that  the  deceased  might  suffer  the  will  to  remain,  notwithstand- 
ing the  second  marriage  and  the  birth  of  the  child,  knowing 
the  effect  of  it. — ^Then  I  think  there  is  strong  ground  to  contend 
that 'if  he  died,  the  second  wife  and  her  chOd  surrlTing  him, 
tliat  the  case  is  not  within  the  rule. 

'  But  in  the  case  of  Barrow  v,  Baxter,  it  seems  the  court  was 
of  opinion  that  the  death  of  the  child  subsequent  to  the  will 
would  not  make  any  alteration ; — ^there  having  been  a  marriage 
and  birth  would  make  the  revocation  take  effect,— noliiing  after 
would  alter  it. . 

I  think  this  is  the  same  case  as  the  quwtUo  vexaia  here,  and 
at  common  law, — of  a  man  making  a  wiil^ — ^then  a  second  will, 
and  then  cancelling  the  second.  It  would  have  been  held  here 
down  to  Helyar  V.  Helyar,  before  Sir  George  Lee  in  1756^  that 
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there  being  a  residaary  legatee^  the  statute  does 
not  apply.  The  next  of  kin  has  the  primi  facie 
right ;  bat  if  there  is  a  residuary  legatee^  he  would 
be  entitled ; — there  is  no  such  person  here^  for  the 
party  claims  derivatively  from  the  residuarjr  lega- 
tee.— The  burthen  of  proof  lies  on  him^^TO  shew 
that  the  deceased  left  a  residuary  legatee ; — the  next 
of  kin  of  the  residuary  legatee  is  to  shew  that  the 
wife  survived  her  husband.— The  same  was  the  rule 
in  the  civil  law^  as  has  been  satisfactorily  stated  in 
argument^ — ^the  proof  of  the  wife's  surviving  must 


Eoiier 
TtrMf 


Taylor 

DlPLOCK« 


tlie  first  win  remained  reroked.— That  case  was  appealed  to  the 
Delegates,  bat  never  came  to  a  sentence. — In  the  courts  of 
common  law,  as  in  Glazier  v.  Glasier,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
first  wiU  would  be  re-established.  In  Cabitt  o.  Brady,  Bailer^ 
Justice,  said,  Implied  revocaHons  depend  on  drcumitancet  ai  the 
death  of  the  testator*  Therefore  I  desired  the  fact  to  be 
considered  of  their  having  all  perished  in  the  same  ship.  In 
the  Roman  Law  there  is  no  doubt  by  the  latter  Prsetorian  law 
wkidi  b  to  be  considered  as  the  amended  law, — Revocaiio 
agnatione  nd  heeredis  would  perfect  the  revocation ; — it  waa 
not  impUed  that  it  should  revive. 

I  desired  the  priority  of  the  death  of  the  parties  to  be  con- 
ridered.  I  always  thought  it  the  most  rational  presumption 
that  aU  died  together,  and  that  none  could  transmit  rights  to 
another,  which  seems  the  opinion  of  Zouch. 

Then  what  are  the  circumstances  at, his  death?  He  had 
neither  wife,  nor  children  ;  therefore  there  it  nothing  to  raise 
tbe  implication  of  revocation  at  that  time.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, therefore,  considering  that  great  part  of  the  pro- 
perty lapsed  which  would  raise  a  great  doubt  whether  the  revo- 
cation was  to  take  place,— and  taking  Into  consid^ation  the 
other  drcumstapces  that  there  was  no  wife,  or  child  ai  bis  death, 
I  pronounce  (or  the  will* 
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be  ahewn^  otherwMe  the  deceased  left  no  residuary 
legatee. 

If  we  resort  to  the  probability  of  what  the  de* 
eeased  would  have  done ;  can  it  be  supposed  that 
he  would  have  allowed  the  whole  of  his  property  to 
have  gone  from  his  own  brother  and  sister  to  bis 
wife's  relations  ?-^but  the  presumption  of  law  is 
more  worthy  the  consideration  of  the  court ;-— 4t  is 
in  favour  of  the  parties^  on  whom  the  law  would 
throw  the  right.— The  civil  law  is  in  favour  of 
the  last  possessor. 

Thinking  as  I  do^  that  it  is  incumbent  on  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  wife  to  prove  her  survivcurship ; 
how  stands  the  case  on  the  evidence  ?  There  is  no 
evidence  direct  as  to  the  point :-— some  inferences 
have  been  deduced^~it  is  stated  in  the  first  affidavit^ 
that  the  two  bodies  were  found  together ;  this  tends 
to  shew  that  they  were  in  the  same  situation  at  the 
time  of  death  ;^^for  it  is  improbable  if  one  had 
been  in  the  cabin  and  the  other  on  the  deck^ 
that  both  should  have  been  thrown  up  together ; — 
supposing  them  in  the  same  situation^  the  ordinary 
presumption  that  the  husband  has  more  strength 
and  more  fortitude  would  raise  the  inference  that 
he  had  survived.  The  facts  stated  in  the  first  affi- 
davit seem  to  support  this  idea^  inz.  *^  that  Job 
'^  Taylor  being  on  the  upper  deck^  offered  200(K. 
^'  reward  to  any  one  who  would  go  below^  into  the 
''  cabin^  and  endeavour  to  save  his  wife;  that  the 
''  water  had  at  that  time  entered  the  cabin j  in 
which  Lucy  Taylor  vras^  to  the  height  of  several 
feet;  and  Job  Taylor  finding  no  one  wilNng  to 
make  the  attempt^,  went  down  himself  into  the 
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^'  cabid^  and  there  ib  etery  reaifM  to  bdieve  that 
''  Lucy  Taylor^  irho  i^as  of  a  timid  disposition^ 
'^  was  so  terrified  by  Iter  perilous  situation  (for  th< 
'^  vessel  had  split  1a  the  middle),  that  she  was  in  a 
"  dying  state  before  her  husband  could  get  near 
''  her/'  An  attempt  has  been  made  in  the  other 
affidavits,  at  a  different  representation,*— but  these 
iiffidavits  ought  to  have  been  brought  id  originally  ; 
the  Court  h  not  quite  clear  that  it  did  right  ill 
admitting  them  ;  because,  before  they  were  made, 
the  persons  uisking  them  bad  seen  the  other  affida^ 
vtti  and  heard  the  intimation  of  the  court  as  to  the 
gist  of  the  case.-*«Tbese  affidavits,  however^  do 
Bot'satisfy  my  tuind^  that  the  wife  survived.  The 
whole  that  Lieut.  lacker  states  is^  that  the  wife  was 
active  and  bustling,  and  the  husband  was  afflicted 
with  an  asthma ; — but  he  had  not  seen  them  since 
ihe  September  preeeding.  She  might  have  been 
active  and  bustling ;  but^  in  a  moment  of  danger, 
the  timidity  of  her  sex  might  overpower,  ber  :-'-on 
the  other  hand,  the  husband  might  at  times  have 
suffered  from  an  asthma,  and  vet  in  the  moment  of 
difficulty  been  aUe  to  exert  himself  with  effect. — 
None  of  the  witnesses  represent  the  biisband  at 
the  moment  to  have  been  in  a  weak  infirm  state,-^ 
none  represent  him  as  having  lost  his  recollection. 

Looking  to  their  comparative  strength,  there  is 
nothing  to  take  away  the  ordinary  presomptiou, 
that  a  man  was  likely  to  survive  a  woman  In  a 
struggle  of  this  description  {"^--^tJU  less  is  there  any 
thing  to  prove  the  contrary. — James.  Roe,  in  an 
affidavit  brought  in  so  late,  in  contradiction  to 
the  first,  is  in  some  degree  in  contradiction  to  all 
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the  others;  I  cannot  rely  on  the  accuracy  of  this 
witness ;  he  places  the  parties  in  a  different  situa- 
tion from  the  rest :  hot  even  if  he  were  correct,  it 
would  be  merely  founded  on  a  slight  presumption, 
that  the  person  in  the  cabin  would  die  first. — 
Three  persons  have  sworn  that  they  saw  them 
both  together. 

Upon  the  whole  I  am  not  satisfied  that  proof  is 
adduced  that  the  wife  survived :  taking  it  to  be, 
that  both  died  together,  the  administration  is  due 
to  the  representatives  of  the  husband.— I  assume 
that  they  both  perished  at  the  same  moment,  and 
therefore  I  shall  grant  the  administration  to  the 
representatives  of  the  husband.  I  am  not  deciding 
that  the  husband  survived  the  wife. 


The  Proctor  for  Mrs.  Diplock  prayed  that  the 
sureties  might  be  compelled  to  justify. 

Jenner  and  Phillimore.  This  is  contratry  to  all 
practice. 

Per  Curiam. 

Great  caution  should  undoubtedly  be  used ;  but 
I  believe  the  application  is  unprecedented.  I  wish 
the  registrar  to  state  whether  he  has  known  an 
instance  of  it. 

The  Registrar,  (Mr.  Gostling,)  said  he  had  been 
registrar  40  years,  and  could  remember  no  instance 
of  it. 

The  application  was  rejected. 
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Cresswell  x;.  C08IN8,  by  her  Guardian^  fetlsely       Easur 
calling  herself  Cresswell*  ^^^"Sg 

John  cresswell  was  married  on  the  13th  Ajj. «iditio«d 

article  to  a  h- 

June^  1814,  to  Susannah  Cosins,  by  a  licence  ob-  *>?'«»  c»imc 
tained  upon  his  oath,  in  which  both  the  parties  mamage,  hj 
were  described  as  above  the  age  of  twenty-one  ISSri^.^^™** 
years.  jected. 

In  Michaelmas  term  of  the  same  year,  he  took 
out  a  citation  against  his  wife  in  a  cause  of  nullity 
of  marriage,  by  reas'on  of  minority ;— a  libel  was 
given  in  pleading  the  minority  of  his  wife,  and  that 
the  marriage  was  had  without  the  consent  of  the 
mother,  the  father  being  dead.  The  present  ques- 
tion arose  upon  an  additional  article  to  the  libel, 
which  was  now  offered  to'  the  court  on  behalf  of 
the  husband. 

The  article  pleaded  ^'  that  at  .the  time  of  the  so- 
leinnization  of  the  marriage  Ann  Cosins,  the  mother 
of  Susannah  Cosins,  was  totally  unacquainted  with 
John  Cresswell,  and  had  never  spoken  to  him^  or 
even  seen  him  but  once,  when  he  passed  by  the 
window,  and  she  the  said  Ann  Cosins  knew  no- 
thing of  the  marriage,  till  after  the  same  had  taken 
pbce,  and  that  the  said  Susannah  Cosins  hath  at 
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Term,      clared  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  cre- 
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dible  witnesses  that  her  said  mother  knew  nothing 
about  the  said  pretended  marriage  until  after  it  had 
CosiKs.  taken  place^  and  that  the  said  Susannah  Cosins 
never  told  her  mother  thereof^  and  that  her  reason 
vras  because  she  was  so  young  that  she  thought 
her  mother  would  not  consent/' 

Luskingttm  in  objection  to  the  allegation. 

This  is  not  the  best  evidence;  the  mother  is  living, 
and  to  be  examined;  it  may  be  pleaded  and  proved, 
that  she  made  this  declaration  at  a  time  when  we 
cannot  bring  witnesses  to  contradict  it^^^he  rea- 
son against  admitting  the  wife  as  evidence  against 
the  husband^  is  the  influence  whiph  may  have  been 
used ;— it  may  go  to  bastardize  the  issue ; — ^the  wife 
is  not  permitted  to  give  any  evidence  which  may 
tend  to  bastardize  the  issue.  Goodright  v*  Moss^ 
Cowper,  p.  59S.  Peake  lays  it  down  in  his  book 
on  evidence,  that  no  evidence  of  husband  or  wife 
is  admissible  which  tends  to  affect  the  civil  rights 
of  either.  In  a  ease  of  this  description,  where  the 
husband  is  relying  on  his  own  perjury  to  annul 
bis  marriage,  the  rules  of  evidence  ought  most 
strictly  to  be  observed. 

Swah^  and  Stoddart  cmUri. 

The  fourth  article  of  the  libel  pleads,  that  the 
marriage  was  had  without  the  consent  of  the  mo- 
ther. This  is  an  additional  article  that  it  was  with- 
4)Ut  her  knowledge;  it  is  relevant  therefore,  and  not 
a  repleader. 

The  cases  cited  are  good,  for  the  purposes  to 
which  they  apply ;  but  they  do  not  apply  to  this  ;*-*- 
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weight  her  deolarations  might  have^  if  they  should 
not  be  eonfirmed  by  other  evidence^  would  be  mat- 
ter for  argument  Couiia. 

judombnt. 

Sib  Wiluam  Scott. 

Oases  of  nullity  are  properly  described  as  cases 
in  which  the  court  gives  a  reluctant  obedience  to 
the  provisions  of  the  law.-— The  first  inclinatbn  of 
the  court  is  to  support  the  marriage,  as  &r  as  it  can 
indulge  such  an  inclinatimi;  particularly  where 
the  marriiftge  is  had  on  the  oath  of  the  party  him- 
self who  endeavours  afterwards  to  set  it  aside ;  and 
particularly  where  the  age  of  the  party  is  such  as 
not  to  make  his  misapprehension  probable. 

Here  the  libel  viras. admitted  without  opposition. 
It  pleads  that  the  fether  died  before  the  marriage,- 
that  there  was  no  guardian,  and  that  the  man  v^as 
an  ulter  stranger  to  him. 

I  do  not  see  how  this  article  is  relevant.-— The 
mother  is  to  be  produced  as  a  witness ; — ^it  is  to  be 
expected  she  will  depose  that  shb  gave  no  con- 
sent ; — ^it  is  probable  she  will  state  the  cause  that 
no  consent  was  required,  or  she  did  not  know  him ; 
— this  is  to  be  presumed.  But  it  is  now  pleaded 
that  the  mother  was  totally  unacquainted  with  the 
man,  which  I  suppose  means  personally  unac- 
quainted. Ck>nsent  may  be  given  without  this ;  it  is 
usually  given  under  other  circumstances^ — but  it  is 
not  required  by  law,  or  reason  on  which  the  law  is 
founded,  that  there  should  be  a  personal  know- 
ledge;— ^this^  therefore,  if  proved,  would  not  go 
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1815*      a  great  way.    She  pleads^  the  mother  did  not  know 
Term.      ^^  ^^  marriage  till  after  it  took  place.    I  think  this 


Cress  wsLL 


would  probably  come  out  on  the  examination/  as 
to  consent.  If  the  rest  of  the  allegation  be  not  ad- 
CosiNs.  missible^  I  shall  not  admit  this  part  of  it.  It  pleads 
the  declaration  of  the  woman  that  her  mother  did 
not  know  of  the  marriage.  I  think  this  is  properly 
objected  to ; — loose  declarations  in  conversation  by 
the  wife  are  very  different  from  admissions  in  her 
sworn  answers ; — it  may  be  the  effect  of  collusion 
between  the  parties^  to  get  rid  of  the  marriage  by 
means  of  loose  declarations.  The  Court  is  open 
to  the  caution  of  not  setting  aside  a  marriage;  for 
which  purpose  the  parties  may  collude. 

I  thinks  therefore^  that  these  declarations  are 
slight  in  themselves^  and  that  in  this  stage  of  the 
cause  they  are  not  admissible. 


Allegation  rejected. 


r 
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1815. 
Easter 

Jones,  falsely  called  Robinson^  v.  Robinson.  Tarm^ 

Judgment.  SS&by. 

Sir  William  Scott.  JSSJS?" 

In  this  case  there  is  proof  of  those  facts  on  which  Wished,  the 

'  /•        11.  woman  being 

the  Court  usually  grounds  a  sentence  of  nullity  :  a  Jewess, 
it  is  shewn  that  the  woman  was  born  on  the  25th 
of  May^  1779^  and  married  on  the  13th  of  May, 
1797 ;  and  therefore  she  was  a  minor.  The  mar- 
riage was  by  licence,  without  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  father.  These  circumstances  are 
attended  by  others  startling  to  the  Court ;  the  mar- 
riage had  subsisted  sixteen  years,  and  children  are 
born  from  it. 

The  question,  however,  is  whether  the  general 
law  of  marriage  applies  to  this  case  ?  The  gene- 
ral law  of  the  marriage  act  makes  the  marriage  by 
licence  of  minors,  without  consent,  null.  This 
clause  is  restrained,  as  to  its  effect,  where  the  par^ 
ties  are  Quakers^  or  Jews  ;  that  is,  where  they  are 
both  so,  they  having  rights  of  marriage  of  their 
own.  The  woman  appears  to  be  a  Jewess, — at 
least  she  is  descended  of  Jewish  parents ;  that  she 
continues  so,  is  not  proved : — taking  it  to  be  so,  she 
is  not  withia  the  clause,  which  is  as  to  the  case  of 
both  parties. 

The  marriage  was  solemnized  after  the  Christian 
form — whatever  her  persuasion  was,  she  conformed 
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1815.  in  this  respect  to  the  Christian  religion  ; — so  she 

Term,  submits  to  the  restrictions  of  that  form,  and  is 

''^^>^^^^  bound  to  the  consequences  if  she  departs  from 

^""^^  them. 

RoBinsQir.  I  must  pronounce  this  marriage  to  be  null  and 
void. 


AscHEs  comrr  of  oartbbbuey.  W7 
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Stallwood  v.  'Tredgsr. 


Sy  letters  of  request  from  the  Commissary  Court 

of  Surry.  Easter 

Term^ 

fTHlLE  the  church  of  St  Mary,  Newington,  a  church  be- 
y9B8  shut  np^  being  unroofed  and  in  part  putted  pur,  and  shut 
down,  the  banns  of  marriage  were  publiahed  for  u^k^ft!!^; 
three  Sundays  in  the  adjoining  parish*  church  of  St.  J,^^®^^ 
George's,  Southwark,   between  James  Stallwood  I'^.P^'^ 
and  Maria  Tredger,  both  parishioners  of  St  Mary,  suflGicient 
Newington : — and  on  the  ISth  of  August^  1799, 
these  parties  were  married  on  the  site  or  ruins  of 
the  church  of  St.  Mary,  Newington. 

The  following  entry  of  the  publication  of  the 
banns  was  made  in  the  reg^ter  hook : 

(A.) 

Extracted  from  the  register  book  for  the  pulQicatioii  of  baiiDS 
of  marriage^  according  to  act  of  FarUament  of  the  twenty-sixth 
of  King  Greorge  the  Second,  kept  for  the  parish  of  Saint  Mary, 
Newington,  in  th«  coiiBly  of  Sorry,  oonvnenciDg  the  twenty* 
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1815.        sixth  day  of  April,  in  the  year  One  thousand  seren  hundred 
Easter       and  eighty-nine,  and  ending  the  seTenth  day  of  May,  One 
thousand  seren  hundred  and  nInety-seTen. 


repair. 


Stallwood  (The  year  179«* Page  146.) 

V.  No.  709. 

TuDGER.         Banns  of  marriage  between  James  Stallwood,  batchelor,  and 
Maria  Tredger,  spinster,  both  of  this  parish,  were  published  on 
Published  at  -  the  three  Sundays  underwritten,  that  is  to  say, 
sJ^JSwk''      ^  Sunday,  the  «9th  day  of  July,  1792,  by  me,  T.  Wigiell. 
Newiogton         ^^  Sunday,  the  6th  day  of  August,  1792,  by  me  T.  Wigzell. 
ri^?J*  ^^^    ^^  Sunday,  the  12th  day  of  August,  1792,  by  me,  T.  Wigzell. 

The  aboTO  is  a  true  copy,  or  extract  from  the  register  book 
of  the  publication  of  banns,  kept  for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
Newington,  in  the  county  of  Surry,  haying  been  carefully  ex« 
amined  with  the  original,  and  found  to  agree  therewith,  the  tenth 
day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  One  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  fifteen,  by  me, 

JOHN  WILLIAMS. 

On  the  8th  of  May,  1815,  a  libel  was  given  in 
by  the  husband  in  a  soit  of  nullity  of  marriage,  on 
account  of  the  undue  publication  of  banns. 

Luahington  and  CressweU  for  the  husbatid. 

The  worda  of  the  statute  are  imperative  that  the 
marriage  shall  be  solemnised  in  one  of  the  churches 
or  chapels  where  the  banns  have  been  published, 
and  in  no  other  place  whatsoever. 

Arnold  and  Swabey  contra. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicqoll. 

This  is  a  suit  for  a  nullity  of  marriage,  brought 
by  the  husband  against  the  wife. 

Two  persons  legally  competent  to  contract  mar- 
riage, and  willing  to  contract  it  in  their  own  parish, 
make  the  proper  application  to  the  minister  for  that 

purpose.    The  parish  church  being  under  repair, 

2 


Stallwooo 
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and  in  consequence  no  divine  service  performed  i^^^* 
in  it,  a  publication  of  banns  there  was  impossible ;  Term. 
— ^the  purpose  could  not  be  answered ;— the  publica- 
tion was  made  in  the  church  of  an  adjoining  parish^ 
— ^but  the  marriage  was  solemnized  in  the  church  Teedgeb. 
of  the  regular  parish^  it  being  sufficiently  advanced 
in  repair  for  that  purpose. 

The  question  is  whether  this  marriage  is  valid 
or  void. 

It  is  a  case  of  momentous  importance^  and  a 
new  case :— no  doubt  it  would  have  been  a  valid 
marriage^  before  the  marriage  act ;  the  question  is, 
whether  that  act^  in  its  sound  interpretation^  ren- 
ders it  a  void  marriage. 

The  clause  of  the  marriage  act  recited  does  not 
expressly  and  in  terms  declare  the  marriage  void ; 
—but  it  is  contended,  that  such  must  be  the  con- 
struction of  it,  with  reference  to  the  rest  of  the 
act. 

I  am  not  disposed  to  go  to  the  extent  of  giving 
an  opinion,  that  underno  circumstances  would  a 
marriage  be  void,  if  contrary  to  this  provision, — 
and  had  elsewhere  than  in  the  church  in  which  the 
banns  were  published ; — ^for  instance  if  the  banns 
were  bond  fide  and  honestly  published  at  York, 
and  the  parties  were  to  come  to  London  to  be  mar- 
ried, whether  such  a  marriage  would  be  void. — I 
feel  myself  at  liberty  to  take  the  question  on  nar- 
row grounds,  and  on  its  own  particular  circum- 
stances. The  act  was  passed  to  prevent  clandes- 
tine marriages^  and  the  preamble  to  this  section  of 
it  has  been  relied  upon  in  proof  of  this  :  but  this  is 
any  thing  but  a  clandestine  marriage ; — neither  of 

TOL.   II.  V 
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i«i6.      the  parties  are  mioorB^—there  is  no  attempt  at  con* 
7^^,       oealment^ — ^there  existed  no  impediment  to  it ;  they 


apply  to  the  minister^— be  publishes  the  banns  in 
the  best  manner  he  was  abie^ — the  marriage  is  so- 
TacDGEK.  lemniced^  and  twenty  years  afterwards  the  parties 
come  to  get  this  marriage  set  aside ; — probably  as 
hundred  marriages  may  have  been  celebrated  in  this 
parish  in  a  simiiaT  manner ; — ^probably  other  mar- 
riages may  have  taken  place  under  the  same  cir- 
cnmstaoceSj  in  cthtt  parts  of  the  kingdom.  This 
proceeding  is  of  a  most  alarming  and  momentooi 
nature^ — affecting  in  its  consequences  the  comfivt 
and  situation  in  society  of  many  individuals^  and 
the  rights  of  children  emanating  from  such  a  state 
of  things. 

This  is  not  a  case  within  the  spirit  and  meaniii$ 
of  lheact;---^oithingbat  the  most  imperious  demands 
of  judicial  interpretation  of  the  act  could  induce 
me  to  hold  this  marriage  invalid.  It  has  bees 
truly  said,  that  the  court  must  interpret  the  hws, 
and  not  make  them ;  that  it  must  mee^  and  not 
create  doubts ; — but.  in  construing  doubtful  acts,  it 
certainly  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  suppress  the 
evil  and  advance  the  leanedy ; — the  law  does  not 
require  im  possibilities  of  any  party ; — nor  is  it  to  be 
presumed,  that  the  legiflhture  intends  to  introdaoe 
rules  in  contradiction  to  its  general  policy :— it  wm 
impossible  that  the  banns  could  be  published  in  the 
church  of  St*  Mary,  Newington.  There  was  no 
service  in  the  ehurch  ;--4ifid  is  it  possible  that,  in 
this  populous  parish,  the  law  should  intend  that 
fhcnre  should  be  no  marriages  at  all--either  by 
licence  or  by  banns  f  for,  aoG<Mding  to  the  inteipiet* 
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a^  contended  for^  parties  could  at  thia  time  be      ism* 
regularly  married  by  neither^  while  the  church  was      Term. 


under  repair. — What  then  was  to  be  done  ?  That 
I  thiak  which  has  been  done.-~The  minister  does  Staxlwooh 
m  he  can  to  comply  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  Ta««QBit. 
the  law. — There  had  been  no  service  for  two  years 
in  the  church  of  St.  Mary,  Newington.— It  is  pro- 
vided by  the  act,  that  the  banns  as  to  extraparo- 
cbial  plaeesj  shall  be  published  in  tihie  church  or 
chapel  adjoining  them ; — and  under  the  particular 
situation  of  the  church  at  this  time  St  Mary  New- 
ington is  to  be  considered   as  an  extraparocbial 
place,  and  St.  George's  Church  would    conse- 
quently become  the  proper  place  for  the  publica- 
tion of  banns. — The  marriage  was  entered  in  the 
banns'  book  of  St.  Mary'Sji  signed  as  sucbj  and  an 
entry  also  made  explanatory  of  the  cause  of  the  pub- 
•  lication  having  taken  place  in,  St.  George's  church; 
the  parties  considered  it  throughout  as  a  publi- 
cation of  banns  in  the  church  of  St.  Mary  New- 
ington ; — if  so,  that  church  became  the  proper  place 
for  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage ;— for  which 
it  was  not  in  an  unfit  state ;  though  it  was  for  the 
publication  of  banns  as  no  persons  resorted  there. 

Under  all  these  circumstances,  and  taking  the  facts 
of  the  case  as  fully  and  fairly  stated  in  the  libel,  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  marriage  is  not  invalid ; — ^that 
neither  the  spirit  nor  the  letter  of  the  act  are  vio- 
lated ; — there  is  nothing  clandestine  in  the  trans- 
action ;  the  parties  did  all  in  their  power  to  comply, 
with  the  requisites  of  the  law,  and  the  act  itself  I 
think  has  provided  for  such  a  case ; — the  publica- 
tion of  banns  must  be  considered  legally  as  having 
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1816.       been  in  the  parish  church  of  St  Mary^  Newington: 
Term.      — Looking*  also   at    the  alarming  consequences^ 


which  would  result  from  a  contrary  decision^  I  am 
L  WOOD  ijQnfirmed  in  this  opinion^ — and  accordingly  I  re- 


o. 


Tbxogeb.   ject  the  libel^*  and  dismiss  the  parties  from  the  suit. 


1810.  This  caase  was  carried  by  appeal  to  the  High  Court  of  De- 

A(w*  28.  legates,  and  finally  heard  at  Serjeants*  Inn,  before  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley,  Mr.  Justice  DaHas,  Mr.  Baron  Richards,  Dr«  Adams^ 
Dr.  Bnmaby,  and  Dr.  Meyrlck. 

Mr.  Seijt.  Best,  Dn  Arnold,  Dr.  Swabey,  and  Mr.  Clarke, 
were  counsel  in  support  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  below. — Dr. 
Lushington,  Dr.  Cresswell,  and  Mr.  Brougham,  corUri. 

The  court  directed  the  counsel  against  the  sentence  to  begin; 
and,  haying  heard  Dr.  Lushington  only,  affirmed  the  sentence  of 
the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury. 
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The  Office  of  the  Judge  promoted  by  ^JJf 

Canning  v.  Sawuns.  June.  9. 


X  HIS  was  a  suit  promoted  by  WiUiam  Cannings  a  parishioner 
churchwarden^  of  the  parish  of  Rickling,  in  the  ^^^nTeJ? 
couDty  ofEssex^  against  James  Sawkins^  an.inha-  J^J^weeks 
bitant  of  the  same  parish^  under  the  statute  5  and  6  for  brayrlin^ 

— -  -  1  ■•         in  the  chaocel 

Edward  YL  for  quarrelling^  chiding,  and  brawhng  ofachurdi. 
in  the  church* 

The  party  proceeded  against  was  charged  with 
having  on  the  12th  of  April,  1815,  at  a  meeting  of 
the  parishioners  and  inhabitants^  held  in  the  chan- 
cel of  the  parish  church  at  Rickling,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  examining  the  accounts  of  the  overseers 
and  other  business  of  the  parish,  with  having  ad* 
dressed  the  churchwarden  in  the  following  words. 

You  are  an  old  scoundrel,  and  the  next  time  you 

come  to  church  I  will  lock  you  out ;  you  are  not 
fit  to  enter  a  church;  I  wiU  thrash  you  with 

my  stick  ;  I  will  fight  you  for  a  guinea" 

James  Sawkins  gave  an  affirmative  issue  to  the 
articles  exhibiting  this  charge. 

Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott, 

Suspended  Sawkins  for  three  weeks  ab  ingressu 
ecclesut,  desired  it  to  be  notified  in  the  church  that 
he  wias  so  suspended,  condemned  him  in  the  costs 
of  suit,  and  monished  him  against  such  conduct 
in  future. 
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181  i. 
Jane  10.  InGKAM  V.  SxttONa  and  RoBSRTfil  V.  L^WftfiMOE. 

wiHS'Lr^  Richard  travers,  of  upiodew,  in  the 

Ipite^tv  county  ^^  Dorset,  died  on  the  28th  of  July,  1813, 
thifSf/Eor'  possessed  of  a  freehold  estate,  valued  at  40,00(M. 
dition  had      and  personal  property  amounting  to  about  60002. 

been  ntisfied.       «,...„.. 

The  following  instruments  were  propounded  as 
his  will : 

JVb.  1. — A  will  dated  January  8,  1804,  in  the 
band-writing  of  the  testator,  and  executed  in  the 
presence  of  three  witnesses.  It  was  of  considera- 
abie  length ;-— it  bequeathed  all  his  freehold,  lease- 
bold,  and  copyhold  estates,  and  all  his  personal 
estate  and  effects  to  his  friends  and  relations,  John 
Strong  and  Richard  Roberts,  upon  trust,  to  sell  all 
the  estates  and  effects,  and  after  discharging  his 
debts,  and  funeral  and  other  expenses^  to  apply 
the  remainder  to  the  payment  of  his  legacies. 
These  legacies,  varying  in  amount,  were  to  up- 
wards of  sixty  of  his  relations  and  friends.  It 
was  declared  also,  that  if  the  legacies  bequeathed 
should  be  found  to  exceed  his  property,  a  propor- 
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tionable  abatement  should  take  place  on  each  le-       1815. 
gacy ;  and^  on  the  contrary^  if  it  should  exceed  it      Ter^ 

to  have  the  like  proportion  added  to  each  legacy.  v^v^^ 

Mr.  John  Strong  and  Mr.  Richard  Roberts  were      ^'tT^ 

appointed  executors.  Svmoiro, 

To  this  will  there  were  added  two  codicils^  one  mmutt 
dated  the  9th  of  January,  1815^— 4he  other  26th         «- 

of  June,  1806.  Lawbwc* 

JVb.  3.  was  as  follows : 

"  Weymouth,  July  31st,  1806. 
'^  I,  Richard  Travers,  of  Uploders,  in  the 
^'  county  of  Dorset,  being  of  a  sound  mind 
''and  understanding,  do  this  day,  as  above 
written,  make  this  as  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, (that  is,  in  case  n^  kut  wUl,  b^r^ 
this  wrote  in  my  aum  hand,  and  witnessed 
by  John  Way  and  others,  should  be  by  any 
of  my  relations  disputed,)  as  follows,  I  give 
''  unto  Captain  Niclxdas  Ingram  and  Fanny 
"  Roberts  of  Brown's  Farm,  in  trust^^  their 
"  sole  disposal  all  my  landed  and  personal 
''property,    of   every  kind  and  description 
"  whatsoever,  goods,   cbattds,  monies^  with 
"  every  other  thing  that  1  am  possessed  of,  to 
"my  relations  and  friends,  in  rocb  propor- 
"  tions  as  they  shall  think  right,  ju8t>  and  pro- 
"  per.     I  give  and  bequeath  to  each  of  them 
"  five  hundred  pounds  for  their  own  private 
"  use,  as  a  compensation  for  their  trouble.     / 
"  beg  to  observe  that  I  am  at  this  time  of  a 
^*  perfect  understanding  and  fully  convinced 
"  that  my  two  wwthy  friends  will  do  great 
^  justice  to  this  my  last  request,  in  the  disposal 
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1815.  ^'  of  my  property  and  effects.    As  witness  my 

^^^*  -band. 


Term. 


RICHD.  TRAVERS. 
Ingram     ,,  Published  and  declared  in  the  pre- 
Strong,         sence  of,  and  witnessed  by  us, 
RoBf&Tf  William  Needell, 

V*  John  Hellieb, 

Rachel  Slade." 

This  will  was  folded  np  as  a  letter^  and  endorsed, 

-  Captain  Ingram, 

''  Weymouth:' 

This  is  to  be  opened  bj  Captain  Ingram,  bat  not  by  any  one  else. 

No.  4»  was  to  the  following  eflfect : 
Memorandum  made  this  July  2,  181S;  Admiral 
Ingram  and  Mrs.  Roberts  are  desired  to  go  by  this 
paper  as  a  direction  for  them  in  the  will  that  I 
have  placed  in  Admiral  Ingram's  hands. 

John  Strong,. .£1000 

Saml.  Strong, 1000 

Mrs.  Davis's  family, 1000 

Messrs.  Hurts, 1000 

Richd.  Roberts  children, •  •     1000 

Robert  Robert's  childeren, 1000 

Mrs.  Richards, 1 000 

,  Not  Husband. 

Win.  crcn 

Mrs.  Roberts's  chUd 1000 

The  Bowring  famy. 1000 

Mrs.  Cook^  a  hundred, .........  100 

Rich'GiM, 600 

Rob*Gai, 500 

Messrs.  Hurts, 1000 

S.  Honeybeurn, <>■•••  500 
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S.Hyde, 500 

Fanny  Hansford, 500 

MaryGill, SOO 

13,100 

Henry  Gibbs,. • 200 

Capt.  Lawrence^ » .  •  •  •       500 

John  Hallett^  the  part  of  his  mo- 
ther and  aunt^ •  • « •       500 

Henry  Gibb's  unmarried  sister,  .  •       100 
The  two  who  married  Northover, 

each  2bl 50 

Peggy  Best, 200 

Jenny  Lawrences  children  equally,      200* 
John   Sutherlands  two  children, 

William  and  Mary, 500 

This  is  for  Admiral  Ingram,  to  go  by  Sabines, 

R.  Trayers. 
Jos.  Way,  Jun.  200t  »» t^st. 
Capt,  Lawrence. 
Sir  Evan  Nepeans's 

The  Snaydons  to  be  guarded  against.  J 
Henry  Gibbs,  Jun. 

Lawrence  family 
Capt  Lawrence 
Peggy  Best,  suppose  3  childer 

ren 

Nancy  Knight,  no  child 
Jenny  left  two  childeren 
Fanny  Gibbs 

Mary  Sawkins. 

"»  This  should  be  only  £20.  f  This  should  be  io  fftil. 
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1 81 5,      Farther  Liegatees^ 
Term.  J^^^n  Budden^  Uploders 

John  Axe^  Loders, 
Henry  Gale^  Upton, 
Stboit*,         John  Hallett^  Shipton. 

Robert!  ^^*  ^*  ^^^  ^^  incomplete  testamentary  paper^  en- 
_  ^*  titled  '^  An  account  of  Richard  Traverses  relations/' 
in  which  there  are  the  names  of  several  relations 
and  other  persons,  with  sums  opposite  their  names, 
— and  at  the  bottom  the  following  memorandum : — 
''  The^e  are  the  instructions  given  by  Richard  2Va-' 
vers  to  Giles  Russell,  to  make  his  will  hy,  to-mor^ 
/  row  morning.'* 

No.  5.  was  a  fair  copy  of  No.  6. 

M).  I.  and  the  two  codicils  annexed  to  it  were 
propounded  by  Mr.  Strong^  and  Mr.  Roberts ; — 
Nos.  3.  /and  No.  4.  by  Admiral  Ingram  ;  and  No. 
5.  and  M.  6.  by  Captain  Lawrence.  There  were 
several  other  testamentary  papers  of  an  older  date 
before  the  Court,  which  were  not  propounded. 

Allegations  were  given  in  on  behalf  of  the  several 
parties  contesting  suit,  and  witnesses  were  exa- 
mined upon  them.  There  was  full  proof  of  the  due 
execution  of  the  will  of  Jan.  8,  1804',  and  of  the 
two  codicils  annexed  to  it, — of  the  testator's  sanity 
on  the  31st  of  July,  1806^  the  date  of  the  condi- 
tional will^— and  of  his  dictation  of  J^o.  5.,  the  last 
testamentary  paper. 

With  respect  to  the  other  points  of  the  cause ; 
Thomas  Marsh  deposed,  ''  that  he  went  to  see 
"  Mr.  Travers  on  the  26th  of  July,  179S,— that  he 
''  found  him  confined  to  his  bed,— that  while  sitting 
''  by  his  bed-side.  Admiral  Ingram  and  Capt.  Law- 
'*  rence  came  to  visit  him  ;  and  after  enquiring  after 


9. 


€€ 
€t 
4€ 
€€ 


PREROGATIVE  COURT  OF  CAHTEBBURY.  299 

'^  bis  healthy  Admiral  Ingrain  almost  instantly  said^  isi5. 
^'  ^Fot  God's  sake  do  make  a  wiU^  that  the  one  in  Ttrm. 
my  hands  may  be  done  away  with^  and  Mrs. 
Roberts  and  myself  may  not  be  left  in  so  much 
trouble  that  we  shall  never  get  rid  of  as  long  as  we  Srmoiro, 
'^live/  And  Admiral  Ingram  then  stated  to  all  Rqbkrts 
^'  present^  that  the  deceased  had  by  the  Vill  which  ,  ^* 
''  he  had  made^  and  which  was  in  his  hands^  given 
him  and  Mrs.  Roberts  the  power  to  giveaway  all 
his  property  as  they  liked.  He  then  strongly  and 
repeatedly  urged  the  deceased  to  make  another 
will^  and  used  several  arguments  and  persuasions 
to  induce  him  so  to  do^  and  kept  desiring  '  that 
''  he  would  for  God's  sake  make  a  will ;'  by  which 
^'  the  deceased  seemed  very  much  agitated  and  dis- 
^'  turbed ;  and  answered  that  he  would  make  a  will^ 
and  would  send  for  Mr.  Russell^  (meaning  his 
attorney^  to  do  it ; — ^upon  which  the  deponent 
<^ered  to  go  for  Mr.  Russell  for  him^  but  the 
deceased  declined  his  offer^  and  said  that  he  would 
write  a  letter  to  him  and  send  a  boy  with  it^  or  to 
that  effect:  and  a  pause  having  then  taken  place^ 
without  a  word  being  uttered  by  any  one  for  a 
minute  or  two^  and  the  said  deceased  seeming 
then  to  be  very  uneasy^  and  dfbturbed^  and  rest- 
less^ and  his  face  having  flushed  up  as  red  as  fire^ 
he  then  said — *  I  want  Betty,  I  want  Betty/ 
(meaning  his  maid-servant,  Betty  Bishop,  then 
Betty  Bagg,)  and  appeared  quite  anxious  to  get 
"  rid  of  the  conversation.  And  thereupon  the  said 
Admiral  Ingram,  Captain  Lawrence^  and  the  de- 
ponent, left  the  room  ;  he,  the  deponent,  having 
told  the  said  deceased,  (when  he  was  about  so  to 
leave  the  room,)  that  he  would  see  him  again  to- 
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1815.       '*  morrow :  and  the  deceased  having  answered^  ^  Do 

Term.      ''  ^^-'    ^^^  when  the  deponent  had  left  the  said 

v^v^^^    *'  deceased's  room^  he  told  the  said  Betty  Bishop^ 

v^^     *^  *^^°  Betty  Bagg^  (who  was  an  old  and  confiden- 

Strong,     ''  tial  servant  of  the  said  deceased^  and  who  had 

Roberts    *'  withdrawn  and  absented  herself  from  the  room 

o-         ^'  whilst  the  aforesaid  persons  were  so  with  the  said 

*'  deceased^)  that  her  master  wanted  her^  upon 

''  which  he  hath  no  doubt  but  that  she  immediately 

''  went  into  the  room  to  the  deceased.    That  on  the 

■ 

''  next  day  he  repeated  his  visit  to  the  deceased^  and 
"  found  him  still  confined  to  his  bed  and  Mrs. 
''  Roberts  sitting  by  .his  bed-side^  and  the  deceased 
*'  said^  we  are  talking  over  things  I  wish  you  to 
'^  hear ;  and  then  entered  into  a  conversation  as  to 
/'  the  legacies  he  intended  to  leave  his  relations^  and 
'^  named  many  of  them^  and  discussed  the  claims 
they  had  on  him^  and  mentioned  his  intention  to 
give  other  legacies^  and  took  up  a  paper  which 
was  in  his  own  hand-writing,  and  which  was  a 
''  list  of  such  persons^  and  added  some  other  names 
'^  to  them."  And  he  says  that  he  had  engaged  in 
^'  this  conversation  with  the  deceased^  under  the 
impression  that  he  had  no  other  will  than  that 
which  Admiral  Ingram  had  spoken  of;  but  the 
"  deceased^  at  this  particular  period  of  the  conver- 
"  sation^  said^  "  I  have  a  will  by  me  ;  and  taking 
up  a  folded  paper  in  his  hand  from  off  the  bed, 
{consisting  apparently  of  more  than  one  sheet  of 
paper)  said,  and  here  it  is  ;  if  I  die  I  shall  not 
*'  die  withotft  a  will ;  but  I  want  to  alter  some 
''  things  in  it,  as  some  matters  have  occurred  since 
*'  that  I  msh  to  provide  for,  and  I  want  to  do 
"  Something  for  my  poor  relations :  and  you  see  if 
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^^  I  amid  give  Henry  Gibbs  and  a  few  others,  same  I8I6. 
''  of  whom  he  named,  the  value  of  1002.  a-piece  Term. 
^'  or  so,  what  good  it  would  do  them/' 

Betty  Bishop  deposed  to  the  visit  of  Admiral 
Ingram  and  Captain  Lawrence  on  the  26th  July^     Strong, 
1814;  and  said^  "that  after  they  were  gone  the    rJ^bebti 
^'  deceased  called  to  her^  and  asked  her  why  she  bad         v. 
"  not  come  before  to  cut  oflF  the  tale  of  the  Admi-  ^^*"'*^*- 
ral^  (meaning  the  said  Admiral  Ingram)  he  has 
been  bothering  of  me  about  making  of  my  will ;' 
— and  the  deceased  seemed  very  cross  and  out  of 
^'  humour^  and  she  answered^  '  Dear  Sir^  I  did  not 
"  know  1  must  come  when  the  gentlemen  was  here/ 
"  And  the  said  deceased  replied^  '  You  know  it  is 
'^  my  particular  wish  for  you  to  be  here :'  and  he 
^'  then  further  said>  ^  I  don't  know  what  they  see  v 

in  me^  they  are  so  anxious  about  my  making  of 
my  will.'    And  the  respondent  then  further  au- 
swered^  and  said^  '  It  is  nothing  but  rights  Sir ; 
you  should  keep  a  will  by  you^  you  be'ent  dead 
never  the  sooner^  and  I  hope  there's  no  likeli- 
"  hood  of  death  now/ — And  he  the  said  deceased 
^'  then  replied^  '  I  have  got  a  will^  Betty ;  but  I  wish 
'^  to  make  some  alterations  upoQ  the  account  of  my 
''  poor  relations/  That  the  respondent^  being  much 
*'  moved  at  such  the  deceased's  conversation^  went 
for  a  minute  or  two  into  the  adjoining  room^  that 
he  might  not  see  her  shed  tears;  and^  on  her 
then  returning  into  the  said  deceased's    room 
almost  immediately  afterwards^  he  said  to  her^ 
'  Betty^  1  would  have  you  kill  a  couple  of  chick- 
ens.    I  think  to  send,  up  Gill  this  evening  to  de- 
sire that  Mrs.  Roberts,  (meaning  the  aforesaid 
Fanny  Roberts^  will  come  d^wn  to-morrow,  and 
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1815.       'f  to-morrow  I  think  to  write  over  to  Mr.  Russell, 
TerfH.      '^  &nd  to  desire  that  he  will  coroe  over  and  see  what 
^^  we  can  do ;''  meaning,  as  the  respondent  under- 
'*  stood  and  believes,  in  respect  to  his,  the  deceased's, 
ScRONo,     'f  making  such  his  intended  alterations  in  his  will/' 
Roberts        Robert  GUI  deposed  to  the  deceased  giving  him 
^-         for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  will  drawn  up ; — to  his 
requesting  him  to  call  on  Mrs.  Roberts  on  the 
evening  of  the  S7th  of  July,  desiring  her  to  come 
to  him  the  next  morning,  and  assist  him  in  making 
his  will ;  to  his  sending  for  Mr.  Russell,  his  attor- 
ney,— to  his  vexation  at  not  finding  Mf .  Russell, — 
and  to  the  deceased's  requesting  him  on  the  follow- 
ing morning,  (the  gSth,)  in  the  presence  of  Mrs. 
Roberts,  to  write  down  instructions  for  his  will ; 
— to  the  deceased's  dictation  of  these  instructions, 
as  contained  in  No.  6. ; — to  his  reading  them  over 
to  him, — ^and  to  the  deceased's  directing  him  to 
transcribe  them  fair; — and  to  his  approval  and 
subscription  of  the  copy  iso  transcribed,  JVJ>.  5. ; — 
and  to  the  deceased's  saying  that  f  he  hoped  he 

should  Ivoe  till  the  next  morning,  that  he  might 

finish  his  toiff." 

Jenner  and  Lushington  for  No.  6. 

This  paper  contains  the  whole  will  of  the  de- 
ceased, at  the  time  it  was  written, — ^it  is  complete 
as  far  as  it  goes ; — ^we  propound  it  as  containing 
the  last  intentions  of  the  deceased,  prevented  from 
formal  execution  by  the  act  of  God.  It  is  probable 
the  deceased  intended  to  have  added  the  disposition 
of  his  real  estate  to  the  will  the  next  day ;  but  this 
does  not  vary  the  question  ; — the  paper,  as  for  as 
it  goes,  is  complete ; — it  is  substantive  in  itself,  and 
fully  entitled  to  probate. 


4t 
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Adams  and  CreiMwellfor  Jfo.  3.  and  JVb.  4.  1815. 

The  capacity  of  the  deceased  is  not  affected  be*  ^^^^ 

yond  lowness  of  spirits  ; — we  must  assume  that  the  ^"^^v^^ 

instrament  was  executed  in  a  perfectly  sound  mind ;  '^^^^^ 

— ^it  was  dictated  with  a  view  to  disputes  which  Strohg, 

anil' 

might  arise  amongst  his  relations  ;^~whether  the  b^b„i„ 
condition  be  fulfilled  or  not  is  immaterial : — his  rela-  «• 
tions  have  opposed  the  wiil^  and  there  has  been  suf-* 
ficient  dispute  about  it  to  satisfy  the  condition  at  all 
events ; — but,  taking  it  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
that  the  condition  is  got  over,  the  deceased  recog* 
nized  this  paper  without  any  reference  to  the  con- 
dition, when  he  alluded  ''  to  the  will  he  had  placed 
in  Admiral  Ingram's  hands  :•— *he  evidently  alludes  ' 
to  this,  as  making  the  will  of  1806  complete  in  its 
dispositions.  It  should  seem  from  the  evidence  of 
Mrs.  Roberts  and  Mr.  Marsh  that  there  was  a  com- 
plete approbation  of  the  will,  without  a  reference 
to  any  condition.  No.  3.  and  No.  4.,  make  that 
disposition  alone  which  the  deceased  intended  to 
complete. 

Swahey  and  Phillimorefor  the  toiU  of  1804,  and 
the  two  codicils  annexed  to  it. 

Judgment.  June^i. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  facts  of  this  case  lie  within  a  narrow  com* 
pass — and  cannot  be  the  subject  of  much  contro- 
versy. 

Mr.  Richard  Travers  died  in  July,  1813.  He 
had  been  in  business  at  Bridport,  in  partnership 
with  Mr.  Roberts,  and  had  amassed  a  considerable 
property  both  real  and  personal :  but  he  had  met 
witli  some  risks  in  the  course  of  his  business,  which 
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1815.  occasionally  affected  his  mind  with  a  lowness  and 
Term.  depression  of  spirits ;  hut  there  is  nothing  shewn 
which  at  any  time  amounted  to  actual  insanity. 

Several  points  are  clear ; — ^his  intention  to  die  tes- 

Staong,     tate^ — for  there  are  several  testamentary  papers  be* 

RoBuiTs     ^^^^  ^^^  Court  of  anterior  date  to  the  will  of  1804: 

-     ^«         his  intention  to  make  a  disposition  of  his  property 

amongst  his  relations  and  friends  on  a  very  extensive 

^        scale : — and  also  his  intention  that  his  real  ajB  well 

as  his  personal  property  should  be  subject  to  this 

distribution. 

There  are  three  parties  before  the  Court  pro- 
pounding severally  the  following  testamentary  acts. 
A  will  and  two  codicils  of  1804.  A  will  of  1806 
with  a  further  paper  of  directions.  A  paper  of 
instructions  of  July  28,  1814. 

The  first  is  propounded  by  the  two  executors 
named  in  it^  Strong  and  Roberts^  who  were  per- 
sonal friends  of  the  deceased.  The  factum  of  this 
will^  and  of  the  two  codicils  annexed  to  it^  is  not 
questioned  ;  it  is  executed  and  attested  in  the  usual 
way— it  gives  all  his  property^  real  and  personal^ 
in  trusty  to  pay  his  debts  and  legacies ;  and  then 
proceeds  to  distribute  his  property^  by  legacies, 
amongst  his  relations  and  friends^  to  the  amount  of 
upwards  of  fifty  ;  and  afterwards  directs  that  if  the 
legacies  exceed  his  property  they  shall  be  propor-* 
tionably  diminished ;  if  they  fall  short  of  his  pro- 
perty they  shall  be  proportionably  increased ;  and 
he  appoints  Roberts  and  Strong  executors. — ^Thus 
this  will  is  a  complete  disposition  of  his  whole  pro- 
perty—real and  personal  :-^it  is  uncancelled ;  and 
must  operate  i^ither  in  the  whole  or  in  part^  un- 
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less  it  is  revoked  by  some  subsequent  act  of  legal       isi5. 
validity.  ^^f 

In  1806^  the  deceased  made  another  will  which  is 
also  attested  by  three  witnesses.  This  is  propounded 
together  with  another  paper  which  I  shall  notice  Stromo, 
hereafter  by  Admiral  Ingram^  one  of  the  executors  Roberts 
named  in  it.  It  gives  all  his  property  to  Mrs.  Ingram  ^• 

and  Mrs.  Roberts  to  be  at  their  sole  disposal  among 
his  relations  and  friends.  This  is  a  strange  dispo- 
sition :  and  there  is  a  very  singular  and  unusual 
passage  in  it ;  viz.  *^  I  beg  to  observe  that  I  am  of 
perfect  understanding/*  This  was  probably  writ- 
ten when  the  deceased  was  in  low  spirits ;  and^ 
from  another  passage  in  it^  probably  when  he 
was  under  some  irritation^  and  when  he  had  heard 
that  some  of  his  relations^  or  his  heir  at  law  had 
said  that  he  i/^as  not  capable  of  making  a  wilL  and 
that  they  should  dispute  his  former  will ; — ^but  still 
there  is  no  sufficient  ground  to  impeach  the  sanity 
of  the  deceased  at  this  time^  so  as  to  render  invalici 
a  will  executed  regularly^  and  attested  by  three 
witnesses  ;  more  especially  as  in  a  subsequent  part 
^f  his  life  when  there  can  be  no  question  of  his 
sanity^  he  recognized  this  paper.  There  is^  how- 
ever^ another  important  passage  in  this  will  which 
gives  it  a  peculiar  character.  He  states  that  he 
makes  it  ^'  In  case  my  last  wUl  before  this,  wrote 
with  my  omn  hand,  and  witnessed  by  John  Way  and 
•Others,  should  be  by  any  of  my  relations  disputed.''' 

Perhaps  the  object,  of  this  clause/ and  indeed  of 
the  whole  will^  is  rather  to  hold  in  terror  em  to  his 
relations^  '*  If  you  dispute  what  is  done^  or  are  dis- 
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these  friends  shall  have  power  to  oontroal 
you^  and  divide  my  property  among  you  in  their 
discretion/'  trusting  that  they  would  dispose  of  the 
property  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  the  other 
will ;  and  it  is  not  impossible  that  he  meant  it  as  an 
additional  guard  to  the  will  of  1804.    It  has  been 
contended  that  this  clause  does  not  render  it  a  condi- 
tional wiU,  and  that  he  only  meant  to  assign  the 
reason  for  his  new  disposition ; — ^but  this  would  be 
a  forced  and  strained  construction ; — the  more  ob- 
vious meaning  is  to  impose  a  condition^  and  that 
it  was  only  to  be  called  into  operation  in  case 
his  relations  disputed  the  wiU  of  1804:— I  hold^ 
therefore^  that  it  is  a  conditional  wiH^  and  neces- 
sary to  be  got  rid  of  either  by  converting  it  into  an 
absohite  wiH  by  a  subsequent  act^  or  by  satisfying 
the  condition.    A  conditional  will  may  be  converted 
into  an  absolute  one ;  and  it  is  for  the  Court  to  con- 
sider whether  the  paper  propounded  with  it^  or  any 
other  paper  can  produce  that  effect 

From  1806  tiH  within  a  few  days  of  his  death 
he  did  nothing  further  towards  any  testamentary 
act^  except  that  in  December^  1811,  he  wrote  the 
paper  D.  which  is  entitled,  ^'  a  meiMrandum  for 
making  my  wilL**  It  contains  a  very  detailed  list 
of  his  relations  and  friends  and  their  respective 
families,  but  no  sums  are  annexed  to  their  names ; 
and  it  also  contains  some  calculations  of  his  pro- 
perty. Admiral  Ingram's  name  occurs,  not  as  an 
executor,  but  among  the  list  of  his  friends.  This 
paper  too  is  rather  contrary  to  the  tendency  of  the 
conditional  will,  and  implies  rather  that  he  himself 
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HHtant  to  do  an  act  df  dkltrlbtititfn^  and  did  not      J^^^^ 
BEN^n  thttl  Admiral   Ingram    and  Mrs.    Roberts      Terml 
should  have  the  disposal  of  his  fortane. 

Tbef  detfeaMd  died  on  the  38fh  Jaly^  1813.    On 
the  preceding  Sunday  (i.  c.  the  25th)  he  was  tisited    Stromo^ 

bjr  Mr.  Roberls^  arid  Mr.  Strongs  the  two  execut6rs     Rorrrt4 

« 

in  his  will  of  1804 :  and  there  is  no  sufficient  rea-  ,     ^« 

IjAlfRKNOVrf 

son,  in  the  jndgolent  of  the  Coart,  to  doubt  (hat 
he  oonttntied  Ins  confidence  iii  them  till  his  death. 
He  said  notbingy  however,  t6  theAi  about  any  in- 
tended alteration  iif  his  WA\,  a<rd  protriibly  had 
given  up  all  thoughts  of  making  a  new  will. 

On  the  foHowing  day  (the  S6th)  Admiral  Ingram 
Visited  him^be^  having  had  the  conditional  wiil  of  ' 
1806  placed  in  his  hands,  was  distressed,  as  be  na- 
turally might  be,  at  (he  discretionary  power  vested 
in  him ;  and,  perceiving  the  deceased  to  be  in  a  dan- 
gerous statoy  be*  pressed  him  to  make  a  new  vnil,  and 
the  deceased  pt^omised  him  so  to  do :  but  it  cer- 
tainly is  highly  probable  that  he  would  not  have 
done  it  unless  ur^ed  by  bis  representations.  It  ap- 
pears f/om  the  cfvidence  of  Mr.  Marsh  who  was  pre- 
sent, and  Betty  Bishop,  that  the  deceased  was  dis- 
turbed at  being!  thus  preyed ; — MarsH  ofifered  to  go 
for  bis  solicitor,  bttt  he  declined  it.  On  thaC  evening 
however  the  deceased  sate  down  to  draw  a  paper  of 
instructions  for  Admiral  Ingram  and  Mr.  Roberts. 
Mr.  Gill,  a  relation,  who  was  much  with  the  de<ieased, 
found  him,  on  the  evening  of  that  day,  with  a  table 
ami  writing  itiatdriftls  before  him.  Probably  he'  wacr 
engaged  in  writing  No.  4. ;  for  he  asked  Gill  if  he 
knew  any  thing  abotit  the  Lawrence  family,— he 
deshred  Gill  to  call  upon  Mrs.  Rofaerl^,  wfro  Was 

x2 
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1815.  GO*executor  with  Admiral  Ingram^  and  to  desire 

2^f  her  to  call  the  next  day  to  assist  hiin  in  making  bis 

^^^^^^^^  will. 

In^ak  -^^^  ^^    jj^  entitled  memoranda  made  this  2d 

Strong,      July  1813. 

RoBSRTs        Where  he  first  stopped  and  signed^  the  name  is 
V-         again  repeated. 

The  name^  however^  is  signed^  not  as  finishing 
it^  bat  as  authenticating  it  as  fiir  as  it  had  gone. 

The  object  when  he  wrote  this  paper  was  to 
remove  the  condition ; — he  had  not  completed  it ; 
many  persons  are  inserted  without  any  sum  an- 
nexed to  them.  It  is  incomplete^  and  unfinished — 
if  he  had  gone  on  with  this  plan^  and  had  finished 
No.  4i,  as  a  complete  body  of  directions^  and  after* 
wards  done  no  further  act,  it  might  have  been  a 
question  whether  the  conditional  was  not  converted 
intp  an  absolute  disposition,  and  the  will  of  1806 
completed  and  confirmed  by  such  an  act. — Be- 
cause when  such  new  directions  for  an  entire 
disposition  of  his  property  had  been  given,  and 
that  distribution  was  to  be  made  by  Mr.  Ingram 
and  Mrs.  Roberts,  whatever  his  original  intention 
might  have  been,  and  however  he  might  have 
allowed  his  executor  to  distribute  his  property  if 
his  relations  disputed  his  will,  yet  now  he  had 
made  a  new  distribution  for  himself,  which  super- 
seded the  former  disposition  made  in  1804. 

But  No.  4,  in  my  apprehrasion,  can  have  no  such 
eflfect,  for  he  gives  up  this  plan ; — he  determines  on 
making  an  entire  new  will ;— he  makes  out  an  entire 
new  set  of  instructions ;  and  there  is  not  the  least 
allusion  to  Admiral  Ingram,  or  Mrs.  Roberts,  when 
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the  appointment  of  the  executors  is  discussed. —     J^^*- 

Trimiy 

The  court   therefore    must  consider  No.  4.    as      Term. 

abandoned. 

On  the  morning  of  the  next  day  the  deceased 

sent  a  note  to  Mr.  Russell^  expressly  desiring  him     Strong, 

to  come  and  make  his  wiU.    Ab6ut  one  o'clock  he     Roberts 

received  a  note  from  Mr.  Russell  statins  that  he   ,     ^* 

^  V  Lawrence. 

could  not  come  that  day^  but  that  he  would  be 
with  him  on  the  following  morning. 

Mr.  Gill^  who  as  well  as  Mrs.  Roberts  was  with 
the  deceased  when  this  answer  arrived^  says^  the 
deceased  was  very  uneasy  wheti  he  found  Mr. 
Russell  could  not  come^  and  at  the  delay  which 
would  be  thereby  occasioned  in  the  settlement  of 
his  affairs ;  and  said  he  wished  to  have  them  settled, 
while  Mrs.  Roberts  was  with  him  for  that  purpose.  ^ 

And  the  deceased  then  said  that  the  deponent 
should  write  down  instructions  for  Mr.  Giles  Rus- 
sell to  make  his  will  by ;  and  then,  addressing 
himself  to  the  deponent,  said  to  him,  '*  Mr.  Gill, 
you  must  write ;''  or  words  to  that  effect  And  the 
deponent  having  then  drawn  the  table,  on  which 
were  pens,  ink,  and  paper,  near  the  foot  of  the  bed, 
the  deceased  proceeded  to  give  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  this  deponent  instructions  for  his  wili 
by  word  of  mouth  to  the  said  Mrs.  Fanny  Roberts 
from  a  paper  which  he  held  in  his  hand ;  and  she 
the  said  Mrs.  Roberts,  as  the  deceased  gave  the  said 
instructions,  repeated  the  same  to  the  deponent, 
who  in  the  like  order  in  which  the  said  instructions 
were  so  given  by  the  deceased  and  repeated  by  the 
said  Mrs.  Roberts  took  the  same  down  in  writing. 
That  he  does  not  now  remember  the  said  Mrs. 
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1815.  Roberts  having  at  the  time  deposed  of  aslted  the 
Term.  ^^^^  deceased  who  was  to  be  his  executor^  and  the 
deceased  answering  that  Captain  Lawrence  should 
be  executor^  or  executor  in  trust  pw  articulate ;  but 
Strong,  he  IS  quite  certain  that  at  the  time  he  was  in  man- 
RoBKRTt  i^of  hereinbefore  described  told  or  instructed  to 
,'    ^*         write  down  or  insert  the  lesracy  of  five  hundred 

liAV&EKCE* 

pounds  to  Captain  Lawrence  he  was  at  the  same 
time  told  or  instructed  that  the  said  Captain  Law- 
rence was  to  be  the  executor  in  trust  of  the  de- 
ceased's said  intended  will^  as  well  by  the  deceased 
saying  so  in  the  depone|it*8  presence  and  hearings 
as  by  the  said  Mrs.  Roberts  repeating  the  same  te 
the  deponent ;  and  he  therefore  wrote  a  memo- 
randum to  that  effect  in  the  same  llne^  containing 
the  said  intended  legacy  of  hOOt.  to  Captain  Law- 
rence. And  he  saith  that  he  was  interrupted  in 
the  writing  the  instructions  by  going  to  dinner 
with  the  said  Mrs.  Roberts^  and  by  several  gen- 
tlemen calling  to  enquire  after  the  deceased :  but 
the  said  Mrs.  Roberts  and  the  deponent  went  up 
again  to  the  said  deceased  in  his  bed-room  after 
dinner^  and  after  the  said  gentlemen  had  left  the 
house^  to  finish  the  writing  the  instructioiis  for  the 
deceased's  wiU^  which  were  proceeded  with  and 
finbbed  by  the  deponent ;  and^  when  he  had  finished 
them^  he  read  them  all  over  to  the  deceased  in  the 
presence  of  Mrs.  Roberts^  who  expressed  his  full 
approbation  of  the  same,  and  said  it  would  do  very 
well/* 

The  account  thus  given  by  Mr.  GiH  is  in  its 
general  substance  confirmed  by  Mrs.  Roberts,  as 
far  as  she  was  present ;   and  there  is  no  reason  to 
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doubt  the  troth  and  correctness  of  this  rekttotij  olr      Jt?^^* 
the  fall  testamentary  capacity  of  the  deceased  ;  for      Term. 
though  he  was  agitated^  harried^  and  irritated^  he 
perfectly  well  knew   what  he  was  ab6ut,    and 
dictated  these  long  instructions  :-^it  is  impossible     SteonoJi 
then  to  doubt  that  this  paper^  as  &r  as  it  goes^     Rowets 
contains  the  last  intentions  of  the  deceased^—^r        v. 
that  when  he  dictated  these  legacies  he  intended 
the  several  persons  named  to  take  benefit  to  this  • 

extent  :~he  confirmed  these  intentions  by  signing 
his  name^  which  he  ufas  most  anxious  to  do ;  he 
was  fearful  that  he  should  not  live  to  complete  the 
act— It  is  true  the  deceased  did  not  intend  this 
paper  to  be  his  will^ — ^because  he  hoped  to  live 
to  make  a  complete  disposition  of  his  property  by 
Russell's  assistance :  but  the  act  of  Crod  intervenes^ 
and  the  will  is  prevented  by  the  deceased's  death 
from  being  .drawn  and  eorapIeted.^To  contend 
that  this  paper  cannot  operate  at  all^  and  is  not  to 
have  effect  as  far  as  it  goes^  would  be  to  bring  into 
discussion  first  principles^  and  to  contend  against 
the  uniform  decisions  of  this  Court  as  fat  as  its 
records  are  prsserved  and  banded  down  to  as. 

The  question  is,  whether  it  is  to  o^rate  solely 
— and  secondly^  if  not  solely,  in  conjonction  with 
which  will?  whether  that  of  \9Ms  or  that  of 
1806? 

The  court  is  of  opinion^  that  it  i*  not  to  opeilitir 
seMy  j^^becMse  it  was  evidently  his  intention  tor 
have  given  fndter  Instructions;  the  idstractiona 
were  incomplete.  According  to  Fanny  RobertSy 
the  deceased  only  diredted  some  tbhiga  to  be  writ-- 
ten  down^^ker  impf eseioa  waa  that  he  meant  uv 
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1815.  give  further  instructions  on .  the  next  morning ;— ' 

Term,  there  are  memorandums  for  enquiries  to  be  made ; — 

^^^"^^"^^  there  are  no  directions  respecting  the  residue— nor 

*  ©*^*  whether  the  legacies  were  to  be  diminished  or  in- 
Strokg,  creased  in  case  the  property  should  be  too  little^  or 
Roberts  *^^  much : — ^there  are  no  directions  for  the  disposal 

V.         of  his  real  property^  though  it  is  obvious  that  he 
intended  to  render  it  subservient  to  the  payment  of 

•  his  legacies ; — ^he  viras  a  good  deal  hurried  also ;  and 
might  overlook  many  persons^  even  vrith  the  assist- 
ance of  the  papers.  There  are  persons  benefited 
by  the  v^ill  of  1804^  whom  there  is  no  reason  to 
think   he  would  pass  over.      In    shorty  there  is 

^  abundant  reason  to  conclude^  that  though  he 
signed  this  paper^  it  was  not  as  a  complete  dis- 
position of  his  property  ;  but  to  give  effect  to  it  as 
far  as  it  went 

Instructions  of  this  sort^  so  far  as  respects  the 
question^  M^hether  they  are  to  operate  as  an  entire 
revocation  of  a  former  will^  or  to  be  taken  in  con* 
junction  with  it^  are  very  different  from  the  case  in 
which  they  are  finished  and  delivered  over  to  the 
drawer  of  the  will^  merely  to  prepare  an  instru- 
ment from  them. — It  is  a  rule  of  the  court  that 
unfinished  instructionsj  where  there  is  a  complete 
will^  only  revoke  the  complete  will  as  far  as  they 
go ;— they  are  not  a  codicil  to  be  taken  in  addition 
to  the  will :  but  revocative  as  far  as  they  go^  and 
to  be  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  will. — The  two 
instruments  are  to  be  taken  as  containing  together 
the  will  of  the  deceased.  If  this  principle  was 
rightly  understood  in  other  courts^  there  would  sel- 
dom be  much  question  about  cumulative  legacies ; — 
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for  Mrhere  a  paper  is  codicillary^  and  two  legacies       I815. 
are  given  to  the  same  person^,  they  are  cumulative.       Term[ 
Where  instructions  are  pronounced  fOr^  m  contain^ 
ing  together  a  will^  that  is^  where  there  is  a  com- 
plete will^  and  an  instrument  intended  as  the  in-     Stbong, 
ception  of  a  new  will^  but  not  completed^  the  latter     Robiets 
legacy  supersedes  and  revokes  the  former^  and  is         v* 
substituted  in  the  place  of  it.    For  these  reasons 
the  deceased^  here  intending  an  entire  new  wiU^ 
and  not  having  completed  it^  but  having  proceeded 
a  certain  lengthy  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  paper 
catinot  take  effect  alone^  nor  as  a  codicil :  but  must 
be  pronounced  for  together  with  a  former  will. 

The  question  then  comes  to  this^  which  is  the 
former  will  ?  There  is  no  reference  in  the  instruc- 
tions to  Admiral  Ingram  or  Mr.  Roberts^ — he  did 
not  intend  that  they  should  have  the  disposition^  of 
his  fortune^  because  he  has  disposed  of  it  himself; 
— 4he  inference  is  that  the  deceased  had  vrhoUy 
abandoned  the  conditional  will^  when  he  set  about 
to  make  a  new  will — ^There  is  strong  evidence^  I 
thinks  that  the  deceased  considered  the  will  of  1804 
as  his  operative  will  at  that  time^  from  what  he 
said  to  Mr.  Marsh  on  the  27th  of  July.  He  had 
been  conversing  with  him  for  some  time  respect- 
ing the  disposition  of  his  property  among  his  rela- 
tions; and  he  says^  that ''  he  had  spoken  to  the  de- 
ceased under  the  impression  that  he  had  no  other 
will  than  that  which  Admiral  Ingram  had  spoken 
of  at  the  time  hereinbefore  deposed  of:  but  the 
deceased  at  this  period  of  the  conversation  said^  ^  I 
have  a  will  by  me ;'  and;  taking  vp  a  folded  paper  in 
his  hand  from  off  the  bed  in  which  he  lay^  consist- 
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1815.  ing  appai^ntly  of  more  than  one  sheet  of  jMiper, 

^^^  said,  'HereUU:  ifldie,  I shaU not dU wUfumt 

^^^>r^^  a  wiU  ;  htU  I  want  to  alter  9ome  thmgo  in  it,  a$ 

i»^^^^  $ame  fnaltera  have  occurred  einee  which  I  wi$h  to 

S«:;«,  provide  for: 

^•^  This  most  luiye  referred  to  the  will  of  1804.    He 

V.  had  not  Admiral  Ingram's  will  in  his  possession  :  the 

Laweemce.  ^m  Qf  iQQ^  ^^  1^  {^j3  possession ;  it  did  consist  of 

several  sheets  of  paper ;  it  was  uncancelled ; — his 
declaration  to  Betty  Bishop  is  to  the  same  effect, 
when  he  told  her  after  Admiral  Ingram  and  Capt 
Lawrence  had  left  him  on  the  S6th  of  July^  ^'  I 
don't  know  what  they  see  in  me,  that  they  are  so 
anions  about  my  making  my  wilL'^  To  which  she 
answered,  '^It  is  nothing  bat  right.  Sir ;  yon  should 
keep  a  will  by  you;  you  be'ent  dead  never  the 
sooner,  and  I  hope  there  is  no  likelihood  of  death 
now/'  To  which  he  replied,  ^'  I  have  got  a  will, 
Betty ;  but  I  wish  to  make  iome  alterations  upon 
the  account  of  my  poor  relations.'^ 

This  can  only  be  construed  as  applying  to  the 
wiU  of  1804.    The  term  alteration  would  not  apply 
^  to  the  will  of  1806:— the  evidence  of  Gill  to  the 

Other  interrogatory  agrees  with  this. 

Here  is  a  direct  reference  to  the  will  oi  1804, 
and  the  codicil.--.A  recognition  of  it,  as  the  wiO 
which  by  this  paper  he  wished  to  aker  in  fiivour  of 
his  pooff  relatioos.^The8e  considerations  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  he  conidered  the  will  of  ISM 
aa  his  Subsisting  wiH.     . 

The  remaining  important -point  is  whether  the 
cenditiQn  of  1806  is  satisfied?  The  condition  in 
itsdf  as  applied  to  a  whole  wiH  is  extraordinary.  It 
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does  not  depend  on  any  particular  efent^  as  in  case  i^j: 
he  should  fall  in  action  or  the  like,  nor  upon  any  sWT 
event  in  his  lifetime;  but  upon  the  conduct  of 
some  one  out  of  a  great  number  of  persons  after 
his  death ;  and  the  peculiarity  is^  that  it  is  not  to  Svaom^ 
affect  the  interests  of  that  individuaL  but  the  VBr  Rojuervi 
lidity  and  effect  of  the  whole  will. — As  for  as  my  ^ 
observation  goes,  no  case  of  this  sort  has  ever  oc- 
curred. Where  a  condition  is  to  prevent  parties 
from  asserting  their  legal  rights,  the  law  does  not 
favour  them,  even  though  they  affect  the  indivir 
dual  only  who  breaks  the  condition,*~Wben  a  ler 
gacy  is  given  on  condition  that  the  legatee  shall 
not  litigate  the  will,  the  cases  cited  by  the  counsel 
of  litigation,  where  there  has  been  probabUia  causa, 
shew  that  it  has  been  decided  to  mean  only  vexa- 
tious litigations.  Here  the  person  would  not  only 
forfeit  his  own  rights,  but  those  of  many  other 
persons ; — at  the  leasts  the  case  would  require  such 
a  condition  to  be  completely  and  absolutely  satis- 
fied.— What  has  been  done  here  ?  and  how  have 
these  relations  disputed  it }  Caveats  have  been  en- 
tered ; — these  might  be  for  the  purpose  of  protect- 
ing the  will  of  1804,  instead  of  disputing  it ;— -but 
it  is  said,  the  proctor  on  the  other  side  declared  he 
opposed  all  the  papers  ; — ^but  this  he  retracted  the 
next  court ;  it  was  made  in  error,  and  in  doing  it 
he  exceeded  his  proxy ;— the  court  cannot  consider 
this  act  as  such  a  disputing  of  the  will  of  1804 
as  satisfied  the  condition  of  the  wffl  of  1806,  and 
destroyed  the  rights  of  all  the  legatees  under  the 
former  will. 
Upon  the  whole,  I  am  ctf  opinion  that  No.  5.,  as 
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1815.      far  as  it  goes^  must  be  carried  into  effect.  That  pa« 

7^^      per,  however,  is  only  revocatory  pro  tanto,  and  only 

to  be  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  former  will. — ^I 

am  of  opinion  also,  that  the  will  of  1804,  with  its 

Stroko)     codicils,  is  to  be  considered  as  the  former  will  with 

RoBSRTs    "vvhich  No.  5.  is  to  be  taken  in  conjunction. 

,     ^«  I  pronounce,  therefore,  for  the  will  and  codicils 

propounded  by  Mr.  Strong  and  Mr.  Roberts,  and 

for  paper  No.  5.  propounded  by  CapU  Lawrence, 

as  together  containing  the  will  of  the  deceased; 

and,  as  Gapt.  Lawrence  is  dead,  I  decree  the  pro* 

bate  to  Mr.  Strong  and  Mr.  Roberts.     . 


TrmMy 
June  16. 


Atkinson  v.  Lady  Anne  Barnard. 


J!£;^e?"  Judgment. 

ilnopS^      Sir  John  NicHOLL. 

of  any  ip«i-  This  is  a  question  respecting  the  grant  of  an 
toapadminis-  administration  de  bonis  of  Richard  Atkinson  :— 
ni$,  ?n  prefer^  he  died  in  1785,  having  made  a  will,  in  which  he 
t^MdlS^  nominated  four  executors.  Probate  was  taken  by 
nnitants.        all  of  them— they  are  all  since  dead ;  and  Mr,  Muir 

the  surviving  executor  died  intestate,  having  left 
goods  unadministered.— The  deceased  also  ap- 
pointed several  residuary  legatees— eight  or  nine. 
One  of  them  Mrs.  Jane  Atkinson  now  applies  for 
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aA  administration  de  bonis  ;  and  in  the  ordinary  1815. 

course  she  would  be  entitled :  but  the  grant  of  it  is  Term. 


Atkinsoh 


opposed  by  Lady  Anne  Barnard  and  Mr.  Michael 
Atkinson^  who  ar^  not  residuary  legatees^  but  who 
are  legatees  and  annuitants.  Various  circum-  Baenabd. 
stances  have  been  gone  into^  to  shew  that  the  estate 
would  be  more  properly  administered  by  these 
legatees  than  by  the  residuary  Iegatee.->It  is  said 
the  Court  has  a  discretionary  power  on  this  sub- 
ject; and  certainly  the  first  thing  here  is  to  shew 
that  the  Court  has  exercised  a  discretionary  choice 
in  such  a  case. 

Between  the  widow  and  a  next  of  kin  there  are 
many  instances  where  the  Court  has  set  aside  the 
widow^  though  the  ordinary  generally  gives  it  the 
widow.  So  also  between  different  next  of  kin  and 
between  several  residuary  legatees^  where  the 
parties  stand  upon  an  equality  of  rights  the  Court 
frequently  exercises  a  discretion.— But  is  there  any 
case  in  which  a  residuary  legatee  has  been  set 
aside  in  favour  of  a  mere  legatee  ?  If  there  is  no 
precedent^  I  should  be  unwilling  to  make  one^ 
unless  under  very  extraordinary  circumstances. 

What  is  there  here  to  induce  me  to  take  this 
novel  step?  What  are  the  special  grounds  set 
forth?  It  is  said  the  estate  is  insufficient;  that 
there  is  no  residue^  and  consequently  that  the  re-* 
siduary  legatee  can  have  no  interest. — If  this 
ground  is  sufficient^  the  doorwill  be  opened  to  per- 
petual applications^  and  endless  litigation^  which 
will  bring  with  it  great  inconvenience  from  the 
delay  which  must  arise  in  the  grant  of  administra- 
tions. The  residuary  legatee  is  the  testator's  choice ; 
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BiRNARiy. 


he  18  the  next  penan  in  hig  election  to  the  executors. 
The  practice  goes  along  with  that  preference.  The 
case  of  Thomas  v.  Butler  in  Ventris  (a)  is  a  strong 
confirmation  of  the  modern  rule.  But  in  the  pre^ 
sent  case  this  ground  is  done  away  by  another  con- 
sideration :  here  the  residuary  legatees  are  legatees 
also  and  annuitants  under  the  will ;  it  is  impossible 
to  say  they  have  no  interest  in  making  the  best  of 
the  estate ; — it  happens  also  that  there  are  eight 
other  annuitants  and  legatees  ; — who  also  are  resi- 
duary legatees^  and,  entitled  to  a  preference  over 
the  mere  legatee^ — they  do  not  resist  the  grant  to 
Mrs.  Jane  Atkinsoo  > — ^bat  Mr.  Clayton  is  confided 
in  by  them ; — and  I  cannot  consider  that  by  not 
i^pearing  they  concur  in  the  appointment  to  Mrs. 
Jane  Atkinson. 

It  is  objected  that  Mr8.  Jaive  Atkinson  resides  at 
a  distance^  a»d  is  a  spinster :  but  really  these  ob- 
jections are  ludicrous^. 

Another  objection  made  is  that  the  executors 
have  miscoiiducted  themselves ;  that  they  have  not 
paid  the'  legacies,  and  that  they  have  done  this  by 
the  advice  and  under  the  management  of  Mr. 
Clayton  their  solicitor^  and  that  Mr.  Clayton  is  in- 
tended to  be  employed  by  Mrs.  Jane  Atkinson^— he 
also  is  a  mortgi^gee  in  possession  of  certain  estates 
at  Jamaicdj,  and  the  brother-in-law  of  George 
Atkinson^  one  of  the  executors,  who  was  acting 
trustee  and  executor  under  his  guidance  and  direc- 
tion; and  that  he  never  for  twenty  years  made 
any  settlement  of  his  accounts. — If  the  Court  had 


(•)  TlMmai  V.  Batlei^  1  Vantrb,  317. 
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any  choice^  how  could  it  be  expected  to  govern     J^* 
itself  by  sach  collateral  conBtderations  ?— If  tite  mal-      tvtm. 


Atkimoh 


adminittration  of  the  execnton  is  any  ground^  and 
tlie  fiict  is  denied^  before  the  Coart  can  give  credit 
to  it^  it  must  enter  into  an  investigation  and  eza*    Bauakv. 
mination  of  all  the  parts  of  the  tnmsaction  ;  and 
the  Court  must  do  this  in  common  justice  before  it 
affixes  a  stigma  on  the  conduct  and  memories  of 
the  executor : — this  cannot  be  the  province  of  this 
Courts— in  an  attempt  so  novel,  which  would  go  to 
set  aside  a  residuary  legatee  who  has  not  acted  in 
unity  or  conjunction  with  either  of  the  executors.'— 
Supposing  however  that  Mr.  Clayton  will  m  effect 
have  the  management  of  the  property,  as  may  pos- 
sibly be  the  case ;  certainly  before  I  set  aside  Mrs. 
Jane  Atkinson  on  that  ground^  and  put  the  admi- 
nistration into  another  channelj  I  should  be  bound 
in  justice  to  go  into  an  examination  of  this  wfade 
transaction ; — and  a  suit  in  this  Court  merely  to 
decide  who  is  to  administer  would  become  as  long 
as  a  suit  in  Chancery  to  jsettle  all  the  intricate 
concerns  of  this  estate.    These  accounts  and  intri- 
cate concerns  can  only  be  adjusted  in  a  Court  of 
E)quity, — indeed   there   they   now  are,  and  only 
wait  till  there  is  a  representation  which  has  been 
hitherto  delayed   by  an  opposition   to  the  usual 
course  of  practice  in  this  Court. 

Lady  Anne  Bernard  and  Mr.  Michael  Atkinson, 
as  legatees  and  annuitants,  must  have  the  means  of 
calling  Mr.  Clayton  to  an  account,  without  being 
possessed  of  the  administration. — ^The  Court  of 
Chancery  is  alone  competent  to  settle  this,— it  is 
said  this  could  be  done  more  advantageously  by 
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the  administrator;  if  so^  it  would  be  more  disad- 
vantageous to  the  other  party^ .  and  this  would 
depend  on  the  question  of  mal-administration. 

I  see  no  ground  for  this  step ; — Mrs.  Jane  Atkin- 
son is  entitled  to  this  administration ;  if  she  em- 
ploy an  improper'  solicitor^  she  is  accountable  for 
it. — I  cannot  presume  that  she  will  not  do  her  duty : 
I  cannot  supersede  her  right— She  is  entitled  to  it 
by  the  uniform  practice  of  the  court ;  and  to  her  I 
shall  grant  it. 


Ciosts  being  prayed. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  court  certainly  does  not  wish  to  counte- 
nance experiments  against  the  usual  practice — 
but  I  rather  wish  the  parties  would  not  press  for 
costs  in  the  present  instance;  it  is  a  complicated 
property,  and  of  great  magnitude. 


ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.  3S1 


ARCHES  COURT  OP  CANTERBURY, 


Bayard^  fakely  called  Morphew^  v.  Morphew. 


1815. 

JSy  Letters  of  Request  from  the  Commissary  of ,   ^***^ 

Surry.  June  17. 


Martha  bayard,  tridow,  i^m  on  the  14th  Nullity  of 
October,  1809,  married  by  licence,  granted  under  ?^1^f  a  ^ 
the  seal  of  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury,  to  John  ^l^'^S 
Le  Poer  Morphew,  in  the  parish-church  of  St.  Wisned. 
George's,  Hanover-square.     In  Easter  term  1815, 
she  instituted  a  suit  against  her  reputed  husband 
for  nullity  of  marriage,  on  the  ground  that  he,  had 
on  the  28th  May,  1805,  intermarried  with  Isabella 
Armstrong,  who  was  still  alive. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  suit  of  nullity  by  reason  of  a  former 
marriage;  it  has  been  objected  that  there  should 
have  been  more  evidence.  The  question  for  the 
court  to  consider  is,  whether  the  evidence  is  suf- 
ficient. Both  marriages  were  solemnized  by  the 
names  of  Charles  Morphew.    The  party  has  other 
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ISIS.      names^  Le  Poer  and  John.    This  is  of  no  farther 

Term       consequenCe  than  as  it  n^ight  affect  the  identity--- 

^>^^>r^^    of  which,  however^  from  the  other  evidence^  there 

Bayard      jg  ^^  j^^^^jj 

MoRPBEw.  Mr.  Morphew  is  an  officer  in  the  engineers.  The 
first  marriage  is  proved  by  the  clergyman  who 
married  him^  and  who  identifies  his  person^  having 
seen  him  at  Bow-street,  on  a  charge  of  bigamy ; 
on  which  occasibn  he  acknowledged  his  marriage 
with  Martha  Bayard.  He  also  proves  that  his  for- 
mer wife  was  then  living ;  for  he  went  with  the 
BoW-street  officer,  &nd  conversed  with  her,  and 
was  satisfied*  she  was  the  person  he  had  married ; 
'^thus  she  is  shewn  to  have  been  living  in  1810. 
The  second  marriage  is  proved  by  the  entry  to 
have  been  in  1809,  and  by  a  person  who  prepared 
the  settlement,  and  was  present  at  the  marriage^ 
and  signed  the  entry.  He  also  proves  a  deed  of 
separation  with  his  first  wife  in  1810,  after  the 
second  marriage  ;  he  therefore  shews  her  to  be 
living  after  the  second  marriage. •^The  husband 
also  acknowledged  this  by  entering  into  the  deed 
of  separation. 

The  court  is  under  the  necessity  of  pronouncing 
this  marriage  to^be  void. 


PREROGATIVB  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 


ass 
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Sutton  v.  Drax. 


1815. 

Term^ 
Juneau 


Per  Curiam. 

Where  a  legatee  propounds  a  paper  and  esta-  a  j^^e  en« 
blishes  it^  thereby  fulfilling  the  duty  of  the  execu-  hi^expences 
tor^  the  legatee  is  entitled  to  have  his  expences  ^bilstoa^ 
paid  out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased.— This  is  the  >^P^* 
rule  of  the  court 


Paske  v.  Ollat. 

Judgment. 

Sir  JOHK  NiCHOLL. 

There  is  no  difficulty  whatever  in  the  decision 
of  this  case ;  but  a  feature  occurs  in  it  of  a  na- 
ture that  I  cannot  pass  over  without  notice. — 
The  writer  of  the  will,  who  was  the  deceased's 
attorney,  is  himself  benefited'  under  it  to  a  con- 
siderable amount.    The  Court  is  always  extremely 


1815. 

Michaelmas 

Term^ 

Navp  15. 

Where  a  lega- 
tee is  Uiewrit^ 
er  of  his  own 
legacy,  more 
than  ordinary 
proof  of  the 
authenticity 
of  the  will  IS 
called  for. 


Paske 


324  CASES  DFTCRMINBD  IN  THB 

Tkf.^^^^*  jealous  of  a  circumstance  of  this  nature.  By  the 
2'erm.  Roman  Law  (a)  Qui  se  scripsit  heredem  could 
take  no  benefit  under  a  will.  By  the  law  of  Eng- 
land this  is  not  the  case :  but  the  law  of  England 
Ollat*  requiresj  in  all  instances  of  the  sort,  that  the 
,  proof  should  be  clear  and  decisive ; — ^the  balance 
must  not  be  left  in  equUihrio  ;  the  proof  must  go 
not  merely  to  the  act  of  signing^  but  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  contents  of  the  paper.  In  ordinary 
cases  this  is  not  necessary ;  but  where  the  person 
who  prepares  the  instrument,  and  conducts  the 
execution  of  it,  is  himself  an  interested  person,  his 
conduct  must  be  watched  as  that  of  an  interested 
person  ; — ^propriety  and  delicacy  would  infer  that 
he  should  not  conduct  the  transaction ;  and  a  fortiori 
in  a  case  where  he  is  the  confidential  attorney  of 
the  deceased ;— and  where  the  benefit  conferred  is 
to  a  considerable  amount. 

The  presumption  and  onus  probandi  are  against 
*  the  instrument :  but  as  the  law  does  not  render 
such  an  act  invalid,  the  Court  has  only  to  require 
strict  proof: — and  the  onus  of  proof  may  be  in- 
creased by  circumstances ;  such  as,  unbounded 
confidence .  in  the  drawer  of  the  will ; — extreme 
debility  in  the  testator ; — clandestinity ; — and  other 
circumstances  which  may  increase  the  presumption 
even  so  much  as  to  be  conclusive  against  the  in- 
strument. In  the  absence  however,  of  any  cir- 
cumstances of  this  sort,  the  demands  of  law  may 
be  more  easily  satisfied. 
These  are  the  principles  and  rules  handed  down 

(a)  Dig.  lib.  34.  s.  8. 
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to  me  by  my  predecessors ;  and^  though  I  have  no       1B15. 
difficulty  as  to  the  proof  in  this  case,— yet  the  feature      ^^Xerm. 
is  of  a  sort  that  I  was  unwilling  to  pass  over  with-     v^*v-^^ 
out  notke.     The  execution  here  is  attested  by  two       ^^^"  * 
witnesses^  and  a  solicitor,  who  all  depose  without     Ollat. 
the  slightest  hesitation  as  to  capacity — there  ifl  no 
concealment  whatever : — ^Mr,  Gelding  openly  bcr 
fore  the  vritnesses  refused  to  attest  the  will,  because 
be  was  benefited  under  it.    Every  possible  degree  of 
caution  was  observed :  the  sister  of  Mr.  Golding 
has  also  been  examined ; — she  proves  a  complete 
case,  that  she  heard  the  instructions,  that  they  ori- 
ginated with  the  deceased,  and  were  a  surprise  upon 
the  drawer  of  the  will ; — that  he  proposed  another 
aolicttor;  but  the  deceased  refused   to  attend  to 
this  suggestion.     A^  very  carefol  reading  over  is 
proved. 

Upon  the  whole  of  this  case  I  have  not  the  least 
doubt  whatever  of  the  perfect  capacity  and  free- 
agency  of  the  deceased ;  and  1  am  bound,  there- 
fore, to  pronounce  for  this  will. 


Michaelmas 
Term^ 

Langmeid  v.  Lewis.  Nov.n. 

Am  application  was  made  to  the  Court  to  direct  Papen  which. 
a  monition  against  an  attorney  who  refused  to  de-  tes^mentary 
liver  a  paper  which  was  in  his  possession,  and  which  be  wUhheiV^ 
it  was  supposed  might  b^  of  a  testamentary  nature.  ^'^^^^J^^ 
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•Lxwxs. 


This  vras  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
a  paper  which  had  never  been  seen  by  the  deceased. 
^     Per  Curiam. 

There  is  a  possibility  nevertheless  that  the  paper 
may  be  of  a  testamentary  nature  ;  it  may  contain 
instructions  drawn  up  in  the  lifetime  of  the  de« 
ceased ;— ^it  roust  be  produced. 

The  monition  was  decreed. 


coMurroRY  couET  or.  ldhdon.  3d7 


CONSISTORY  COURT  OP  LONDON^ 


1815. 
JMidboefifiiM 

Dee.1% 


Dronsy^  falsely  called  Aechbr^  v.  Arcbxb. 


Anne  DRONEY;  the  illegitimate  daughter  of  J;;,;"^^ 
John  Droney  and  Hannah  Burn^  yms  married  by  nnte  minor, 
licence  to  John  William .  Archer^  in  the  parish  coment  of  s 
church  of  Scnlcoates^  on  the  25th  of  June^  1808.  ^£!£ib/tSie 
The  licence  was  obtained  on  the  oath  of  John  ^!|^^! 
William  Archer ;  and  it  stated  that  both  the  par-  ^^^d. 
ties  about  to  be  married  were  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  and  upwards. 

In. May,  1815,  the  woman  instituted  a  cause  of 
nullity  of  marriage,  on  the  alleged  ground  of  her 
halving  been  a  minor  at  the  time  the'marriage  was 
solemnized. 

A  libel  was  given  in  on  her  part,  and  several 
witnesses  were  examined  in  verification  of  it. 

Lushingtan  end  Megfriek,  in  gupport  of  the 
nnUUy. 

PhiUimore  contra  contended. 

That  the  proof  of  the  minority  was  not  suffi* 
cient ;  and  that  the  Coul't  had  a  right  to  the  strictest 
proof,  when  called  upon  to  annul  a  marriage  after 
a  cohabitation  of  seven  years. 


cAMBi  MeriEiiii«^  III  «n 


1815. 

Mkhaeknoi 

^^ — 


Dronet 

Abchkb. 


Themarria^ 
of  aa  illegiti* 
mate  minor, 
without  the 
consent  of  a 
guardian 
appointed  hy 
the  High 
Court  of 
Chancery, 
annullea. 


Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

This  is  a  proceeding  by  Ann  Droney  against 
John  WHUaia  Archer  for  a  imllty  of  marriage 
under  the  marriage  act. 

It  is  a  just  observation  that  the  Court  has  lesa 
dissatisfaction  in  applying  the  provisions  of  this 
act  in  a  case  of  this  description^  than  in  one  where 
the  party  who  institutes  the  suit  has  obtained  the 
licence  by  his  own  perjury.  The  mother  provea 
the  Mrtli  a«id  fflegitfiMey  of  Adne  Droney.  It  has 
been  held  by  (a)  this  C!ourt^  and  the  Court  of 
Kiog^a  Bnckpik)  that  the  tonieit  iif  •  guwi0tA(e> 

«  .  • 

(d)  The  leading  caM  oa  thb  ^int  wu  that  of  Boner  o. 
liMUMaid,  OonBbtory  Coait  of  Iiondea,  Buter  IVrm,  ITMt 
it  kas  beea  repartai  b^r  Br.  ObokB. 

Ik)  PrieatUy^  H««hei»  .11  EeM»  1. 

(c)  The  Gonit  of  Arches  hag  in  many  instances  aancHpaeJ 
the  principle  of  these  decisions.  ScTeral  cases  to  the  same  effect 
tiate  also  l)een  determined  in  the  other  Ecclesiastical  Courts. 

The  following  case  was  decided  on  the  S4th  of  NoTember^ 
1814)  fa  the  Covit  of  Uie  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Weetaioiler. 

Clarke^  faisdycaUed  HaaMa,  t.  IhmUn. 

Joha  Hankin  married  Mary  Clarke^  the  nalaittl  dai^kter  of 
Mary  Clarke  and  Thomas  Back,  on  the  24th  of  Noyember, 
1805)  with  the  consent  of  her  mother.  She  was  a  minor,  ra« 
ther  mcure  than  twenty  years  of  age.  Her  mother  subsequently 
intermarried  with  her  putatire  father.  In  1814  Mary  Clarke 
fnsiitiited  It  suit  ef  nnlli^  en  account  of  her  n^erity  at  the 
time  the  marriage  was  solemnized. 

Her  father  and  mother  were  both  produced  as  witnesses,  and 
gaTO  eTidence  as  to  the  illegitimacy  of  their  child,  and  alaa  to 
their  both  being  present,  and  consenting  to  her  marriage  with 
Hankin. 

Dr.  Bumabg  and  Dr«  Philtimare  were  coansel  for  Mary 
Clarke. 


•pp^inldl  by  tiitt  ifigh  Genrt  of  Chanonry  is      Mi^ 
cnbntMl    fo   ihe  twurriage  of    an  iHegitimate  ^''f^H^ 


Ikioirsy 
SankinfcBd  neither  proctor  nor  eonnseY:  he  appeared  In  v* 

Court  Umsdf,  bat  gave  no  opposition  to  tlie  fentence.^ 

Junonnrt. 

Tfab  is  a  wit  for  nnlUtjr  of  marrhve^  grounded  on  the  oi» 
nority  of  the  wife.  She  was  an  illegidniate  child|  and  mar- 
ried  daring  her  minprtty  with  the  consent  of  her  mother*  The 
law  applicable  to  this  case  Is  founded  on  a  statute  usnany 
tBhmi  the  narrfege  uct^  whidi  Is  now  a  part  of  tfie.natrf- 
monial  law  of  the  kingdom.  The  interpretation  put  upon 
<to  AlevlMh  dasnse  of  ttfi  Mwringe  aet  hM  been  to  requiM 
the  consent  net  leiilj  oS  tim  ttatuml^  but  aIm>  «f  the  lawful, 
guepdilw^  The  fasti  ef  the  uMftTiti  wUch  leads  uMurriage 
licenoiii  I  bam  teason  io  ksiow  was  eettkd  widi  great  adU 
vbptmki  und  the  coMidemtte  «C  persons  ef  the  greatest 
eirilMnce  both  In  th#  Civil  and  Con*sn  Law*  This  appeaib 
Cnui  u  anannscript  nivte  of  Sir  Edward  Simpson  in  mj  pome^ 
simi;  and  from  that  tf  me  it  has  been  the  p^ctice  of  the  Cburt 
«f  Chaocery  to  appofaft  guardians  ta  illegitimate  mkiers  for  the 
furpoaa  of  oonsenting  to  l&eir  marriages. 

The  legal  and  judicial  oonstiucflon  of  this  clause  was  tot 
giren  hj  Sir  W.  Scott,  in  the  case  of  Homer  o.  Uddiard;  and 
I  agvee  in  everf  ground  which  Is  laid  ^bwn  in  that  sen» 
ieuoo,  and  in  the  conclusion  of  II ;  especidi  j  in  that  pait 
in  whIdi  it  states  that  the  consent  required  as  essontiallf  m^ 
nessarf  la  die  marriage  of  illegitimate  diildren  can  onlj  be 
given  hj  guMdhns  appointed  by  the  BOgh  €o«i  of  Chancaiy. 

I  should  have  fsk  eome  difficulty  here  as  oounsel  oulj 
appear  on  one  aide,  if  a  case  so  uzactljr  similar  to  this  us 
that  of  Horner  v.  Liddiard  is  had  not  been  fullj  discussed 
in  solemn  argument,  and  was  in  print|  and  accessible*  to  erery 
one. 

No  proctor  either  appears  for  Mr.  Hanlcin,  which  is  ez* 
tremely  unusual — indeed  I  do  not  remember  a  similar  occur- 
rence.   The  husband  has  offered  no  defensire  matter,  and  the 
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Daonbt 
Abcoee*. 


::  The  daughter  is  stated  by  the' mother  to 'have 
bieen  born  lin  Nov.  1 790.  That  the  child  was  taken 
by  her  sister  to  the  church  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in 
HuU^  to  be  baptized  six  weeks  after  her  birth.  That 
she  was  not  present :  hot  John  Droney  the  fethev 
was^  and  that  he  and  the  sister  are  both  dead.  ^  An 
exhibit  of  the  entry  of  the  birth  has  been  produced 
corresponding  in  point  of  date :  but  it  certainly 
appears  very  incorrect.  It  has  been  contended  in 
argument  that  the  incorrectness  is  such  as  to  inva* 
Jidate  the  evidence  of  thetime  of  the  birth.  \  Un- 

> 


cavse coiiies on'eDtirelyon  the  pleading^ aad proofs adducadby 
the  wife,-^birt  it  is  so  for '  satisfactory '  that  ft  does  mot  ap^ 

f 

pear  that,  if  Mr.  HaulLiir  had  iq^peared  bj  counsel  and  proc* 
.  tor, ^hecould  hare' repeUed  the  legal  offset  of  tli6  prooCi.    • 

Tlie  illegitimacy  is  proTod  by  the  best  eridence,  that  €i  the 
father '^  and  mother  ^of  the  iUegitimate  chUd.  She  was  a  minor 
jost  turned  twenty  at  the  time  of  her  marriage.  I  chose  rather 
to  have  other  eridence  respecting  the  search  that  had  been 
made  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  as  to  the  circumstance  of' the 
minor  haying  had  no  guardian  appointed  by  that  Court,  and 
rescinded  the  conclusion  of  the  cau8€(  in  order  that  the  officer 
of'  the  Court  might  make  search  there  also. 
.:  Upon  the  whole  the  eridence  fully  satisfies  the  exigencies  of 
the  law  as  applied  to  the  ikcts  of  the  case.  As  well  therefore 
upon  the  authority  of  that  case  solemnly  argued  and  judicially 
determined,  as  upon  the  construction  I  myself  should  hare  put 
upon  the  clause  In  the*  act  of  parliament,  I  pronounce  a  de- 
claratory sentence  of  nullity ;  and  cannot  deny  to  afford  the 
party  the  remisdy  to  which  the  law  entitles  her. 


The  Court  afterwards  told  Hankin,  he  might  appeal  if  he 
was  dissatisfied  with  the  sentence;  and  recommended  him,  if  he 
did,  to  apply  to  a  proctor  in  order  that  he  might  take  the  pro- 
per steps  correctly. 


\ 
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questionably  it  is  evidence  of  greaC  importance ; 
the  Court  always  expects  it :  it  is  a  testimony  of  a 
very  high  nature^  but  the  cause  may  be  supported 
by  other  evidence.  The  entry  is  *'  Anne^  daughter 
of  Thomas  Drawnay/'  The  man's  name  was  not 
Drawnay  or  Thomas.  It  appears^  however^  that 
he  was  frequently  called  Drawnay.  The  mistake  of 
the  Christian  name  is  less  satisfactorily  accounted 
for ;  we  must  recollect^  however^  that  in  populous 
towns  many  children  are  brought  to  be  baptized 
together; — some  confusion  occurs;  and  an  error 
of  this  nature  might  arise^  which  perhaps  in  the 
case  of  the  illegitimate  child  of  an  obscure  person 
might  not  be  attended  to.  With  all  its  incorrect- 
ness^ the  entry  does  probably  apply  to  this  pjerson : 
but  at  all  events^  the  mother^  sister^  and  two  other 
persons^  speak  with  considerable  confidence  as  to 
her  age. 

The  marriage  was  in  June^  1806^ — She  could 
not  then  be  more  than  18  ;  hardly  so  much — This 
case^  therefore^  turns  on  the  fact  whether  there 
was  any  consent  to  the  marriage.  The  records  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery  have  been  examined  with 
the  usual  care  to  ascertain  whether  any  guardian 
was  appointed  ;  and^  indeed^  from  the  situation  of 
the  parents^  it  was  not  likely  that  any  should  have 
been.  I  think  there  is  proof  of  the  want  of  con- 
sent required  by  the  act  of  Parliament^  and  that 
this  marriage  is  invalid. 


1815. 
MkhaelnM 


Dronet 
Abchee, 
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Ryan  v.  Ryan. 


SlTSlSted  Philip  RYAN,  an  irishman  by  birth  but  for 

to  a  second  many  years  domiciled  in  Denmark^  and  a  resident 

having  been  m  the  city  of  GopenbageUj  died  in  London  in 

rfa^tfbya  "^^^^s   1808/  leaving  a  widow    and    an    infant 

^^  ^nDen-  ^"ff'**^*'  ^Y  ^^^*  ^^^  ^-^^^^  daughters  the  offspring 
*  nark,  the      of  a  former  marriage. 

^c^  being       It  appeared  that  on  the  3rd  of  September,  1803, 
rabjeetsT       ^^  ^^^  entered  into  a  contract  of  separation  with 

his  first  wife;  and  that  on  the  25th  of  March,  1807, 
his  marriage  was  entirely  dissolved,  and  per- 
mission given  to  the  parties  to  marry  again  by  an 
ordinance  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  his  Danish 
Majesty.  On  the  5th  of  June  following  he  exe- 
cuted a  contract  of  marriage  with  Elizabeth 
Ferrall,  a  native  of  St.  Croix,  and  the  daughter  of 
an  Irish  physician  domiciled  at  Copenhagen. 
This  contract  was  subject  to  the  confirmation 
which  it  afterwards  received  of  the  king  of  Den- 
mark: and  the  marriage  was  subsequently  had 
under  the  authority  of  a  royal  licence  dispensbig 


Rtan 
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with  the  publication  of  banns^  and  the  solemni^       1816. 
zation  of  it  in  a  church.  y^^ 

Philip  Ryan  died  intestate^  (at  least  an  instra* 
ment  of  a  testamentary  nature  which  he  left  be- 
hind him  was  admitted  to  be  invalid^  and  shortly  Ryam. 
after  his  deaths  viz.  on  28th  Jane^  1808,  the  person 
to  whom  he  was  last  married  applied  to  the  Pre^ 
rogative  Court  of  Canterbury  in  the  character  of 
his  lawful  widow  and  relict  for  letters  of  admi- 
nistration to  his  goods,  chattels^  &c.  The  three 
daughters  of  the  former  marriage,  who  were  mi- 
nors^ appeared  by  James  Ryan  their  uncle  and 
guardian,  and  denied  the  interest  of  the  widow. 

The  proceedings  in  the  cause  were  delayed ;  first, 
by  the  war  which  broke  out  between  Great  Britain 
and  Denmark^  and  afterwards  by  the  absence  of 
some  of  the  parties  beyond  sea. 

Adams  and  Luihington  for  Mrs.  Ryan. 

The  questfon  is  whether,  because  marriage  is 
indissoluble  by  the  law  of  England,  it  is  also  so  by 
the  law  of  Denmark.  The  act  of  the  Danish  king 
is  of  the  same  force  as  an  act  of  Parliament  in  this 
country.  He  unites  in  his  person  both  the  legi- 
slative and  the  executive  functions.  It  was  shewn, 
in  Harford  v.  Morris,  that  the  crown  of  Denmark 
had  power  to  make  any  laws  it  pleased.  The  law  of 
England  looks  only  to  the  lex  loci  contractus. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  the  other  side. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

I  think  this  Court  ought  not  to  make  any  further 
difficulties  in  a  case  in  which  the  widow  and 
children  of  the  deceased  are  parties ; — the  interest 
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1816.  of  the  widow  was  denied — she  has  propounded  it^ 
tSS  ^"^  I  ^^^°^  established  it  according  to  the  law  of 
Denmark ; — ^though  there  was  a  former  marriage^ 
it  appears  by  the  evidence  of  the  Danish  lawyers^ 
Myak.  that  a  diTorce  by  the  king  of  Denmark  is  a  divorce 
i  vihado  nuUrimanii, — and  that  such  a  dissolution 
of  an  existing  marriage,  is  good. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  I  think  the 
proofs  sufficient,  the  parties  being  both  domiciled 
in  Denmark,  and  both  contracted  in  that  connfary—- » 
whether  they  would  have  been  sufficient  in  a  ma- 
trimonial cause  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide ;  but, 
on  the  mere  question  whether  the  viridow  shall 
take  out  the  administration,  semper  pnesmmitur  pro 
matrimonio  ; — ^The  parties,  who  opposed  the  widow 
at  first,  have  now  withdrawn  their  oppositkm. 
I  pronounce  for  her  interest,  guarding  myself 
against  its  operating  in  the  same  way  in  a  matri- 
monial cause,  where  both  the  burthen  and  the 
nature  of  the  proof  is  different — with  these  cautions 
and  limitations  I  pronounce  for  the  interest  of  the 
widow. 
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Clarke  and  Clarkr  t).  Douce  and  Ea«ieton. 


Robert  Clarke  and  Sarah  his  wife  libelled  AsoitiWa 
Francis  Hobble  Douce  and  Benjamin  Eagleton^  i^Jtitby 
the  executors   of  the  will  of  Samuel  Haliett  of  *^!S*.. 

against  am 

West  Mailing  in  Kent,  for  withholding  from  them  executor. 

•  .        ,  .     ,  .  Thedema«a 

legacies  bequeathed  to  them  respectively  by  the  not  sub- 
deceased. 

The  libel  pleaded  that  Samuel  Haliett  be« 
quealhed  to  Francis  Hubble  Douce  and  Benjamin 
EagletOR  the  sum  of  3,ii00l,  among  other  things  to 
pay  the  dividends  of  4002.,  residue  of  the  said 
trust  money,  to  his  sister  Sarah  Clarke  and. her 
assigns,  or  to  permit  and  suffer  her  or  them  to  take 
the  same  for  her  and  their  use  during  her  life. 

That  he  also  bequeathed  to  his  brother-in-law 
Robert  Clarke  the  sam  of  100/.  by  a  codicil  to  his 
will. 

That  the  executors  had  often  been  applied  to  for 
payment  of  the  above-mentioned  legacies^  but  had 
refused  to  pay  the  same. 

In  reply  to  this  libel  the  executors  answered  that 
^'  Samuel  Haliett  in  his  lifetime  sold  a  freehold 
estate,  in  which  Sarah  Haliett  his  then  wife,  and 
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1810*      now  widow^    had  a  claim  of  dower;— that  the 

Hilartt 

Term,      deceased  gave  his  bond  to  the  purchaser  of  the.  said 
^^■^^v-^^     estate  indemnifying  him  against  such  claim    of 

b^'cImz  ^^^^^ ;— that  after  his  death  Sarah  Hallett  having 

V.        at  the  instigation  of  Robert  Clarke  claimed  her 

ftDd        dower  in  th6  said  freehold  estate^  the  purchaser 

feAGLETON*  thereof  called  on  these  respondents  as  executors  of 
the  said  deceased  to  indemnify  him  from  such 
claim  pursuant  to  the  bond  of  the  deceased ; — that 
the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased 
not  being  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  bond^  and  the 
respondents  being  advised  by  Mr.  Bell^  an  eminent 
chancery  counsel^  that  the  legatees  and  annuitants 
named  in  the  said  will  should  abate  proportionally 
to  make  good  the  deficiency^  it  was  then  proposed 
and  agreed  by  the  respondents  and  the  solicitor  for  the 
said  Sarah  Hallett  that  the  estate  should  be  valued 
by  two  surveyors ;  and  in  conformity  with  the  said 
agreement  the  surveyors  valued  the  estate  clear  of 
land-tax  at  83/.  per  annum.  The  dower  of  Sarah 
Hallett  therein^  according  to  the  custom  of  Kent^ 
was  41 Z.  10s. — ^That  they  then  convened  a  meet- 
ing of  the  legatees  and  annuitants  on  the  19th 
of  October^  1813,  to  acquaint  them  with  the  claim 
of  dower  so  made  by  the  deceased's  widow,  and  the 
opinion  of  chancery  counsel  thereon,  and  of  the 
aforesaid  valuation ;  at  which  meeting  Robert 
Clarke  attended  on  the  part  of  himself  and  bis  said 
wife,  when  the  valuation  aforesaid  was  approved 
of;  and  it  was  agreed  by  the  deceased's  widow, 
legatees,  annuitants,  and  executors,  the  said  Ro- 
bert Clarke  not  opposing  the  same,  that  the  in- 
terest of  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  the  dower  of 
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tbe  said  Sarah  Hallett  therein  should  be  paid  to      I8I6. 
her  for  her  life  or  widowhood,  and  that  a  sufficient      Term, 
principal  sum  to  produce  such  interest  should  be    ^^^'v^^ 
invested  in  tb^  3  per  cent  reduced  annuities  in  con-  and  CjSIkb 
sequence  of  which  she  was  to  release  her  dower  to        v. 
the  estate^  and  thereby  enable  tl^e  respondents  to       ^^ 
fulfil  the  bond  given  by  the  said  decaas^d   as  EAauTON. 
aforesaid.     That  for  such   purpose   it  becama 
neces^ry  to  purchase  13832*  Qs.  %i,    Stocl^  in  the 
3  pier  cent  reduced  bank  annuities  to  prpduce  tbe 
sum  of  4U«  ]0s.  per  annuni«    That,  if  tbe  said 
claim  of  dower  had  not  been  laade,  the  r^idvf  of 
tbfs  said  deceasad's  peraonal  estate   would  bi^ve 
amounted  to  209/ ;  and  it  required  the  further  s«m 
of  62)/.  to  purchase  the  said  13S3/.  6f.  84;  and 
which  sum  of  stock  these  respondents  accordingly 
purchased  in  their  own  names  as  executors  for  the 
sum  of  830/.    That  a  proportionable  part  of  thei 
said  sum  of  621/.  Os.  Qd,  was  deducted  from  each, 
annuity  and  legacy.  That  tbe  amount  of  the  principal 
money  of  such  annuities  and  legacies  being  49501.   , 
a  deduction  after  the  rate  of  12/.  lU.  percent; 
was  made  from  thero^  which  took  from  the  prin- 
cipal money  producing  the  annuity  bequeathed  to 
the  said  Sarah  Clarke  the  sum  of  60/  ^9.  and  &om 
the  legacy  bequeathed  to  the  said  Robert  Clarke 
tbe  sum  of  Ifi.  158.     That  the    saint  sum   of 
1383/.  6^.  8rf.    stock  so  remaining  in  the  names 
Qf  the  execuUKTs^  or  so  much  of  it  aa  Oiay  be  ne-  . 
cessary  to  replace  the  suois  reppectiv^y  abated 
from  the  said  legacies^  will  be  to  be  apld  Plit  l^ud 
the  proceeds  thereof  distributed  ai99Pig  th?  legatees 
and  annuitant  at  the  deat^  pf  th$  s»id  Itf  r|i.  Uallett 
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Douce 
and 

EAaLSTOV. 


181Q.      and  these  respondents  further  answer  and  say  that 

Hilartt 

Term.      ^  ^^^  ^^  \x^%i  was  prepared  by  counsel  for  the 

legatees  and  annuitants  to  sign  to  testify  their 

and^OuTRM  approbation    of    the    investment     of    the    said 

138SZ.  69.  %A.  in  the  3  percent  reduced  annuities^ 
and  to  declare  the  trusts  thereof.  That  some  of 
the  legatees  having  consulted  with  Mr.  Hart^  an 
eminent  counsel  at  the  Chancery  Bar^  were  advised 
that  the  said  arrangement  was  perfectly  correct 
and  equitable.  That  a  draft  of  the  said  deeds  was 
submitted  to  Mr.  Simmons  of  Rochester  as  Solicitor 
for  the  said  Robert  ClailLe  and  Sarah  his  wife^  to 
peruse  on  their  behalf,  who  approved  thei:eof.  And 
€he  same  was  ingrossed^  and  hath  since  been  exe- 
cuted by  the  said  Sarah  Hallett  the  deceased's 
widow^  by  these  respondents  and  by  all  the 
legatees^  and  the  annuitants  under  the  will  of  the 
said  deceased ;  except  the  said  Robert  and  Sarah 
Clarke  who  refused  to  execute  the  same,  and  except 
Thomas  Sanders  and  Edward  Eagleton  who  have 
not  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  That  all 
the  other  legatees  and  annuitants  have  been  paid 
by  these  respondents  their  respective  legacies  and 
annuities  (the  aforesaid  deduction  being  made 
therefrom) ;  and  these  respondents  have  frequently 
and  earnestly  endeavoured  to  prevail  on  the  said  Ro- 
bert Ckilce  and  Sarah  Clarke  to  take  their  annuity 
and  legacy  subject  to  the  aforesaid  deductions  but 
that  they  always  refused  to  accept  them." 

No  witnesses  were  examined  on  either  side. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  suit  for  a  legacy  brought  by  a  l^tee 
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tigainst  the  execQtors  under  the  will  of  William       isie. 
HaHett.    A  libel  has  been  given  in,  and'  answers       y^^^ 


have  been  taken  to  that  libel. — No  witnesses  have 
been  examined,  but  the  answers  have  been  read;  and'cLAiuiK 
and  it  is  only  from  the  admissions  contained'  in         «• 
these  answers,  that  the  Court  can  take  the  facts  of       ^^ 
the  case.    I  cannot  go  out  of  them  to  hear  the   Eagleton. 
statement  of  other  facts. 

I  think  the  parties  have  imposed  an  unpleasant 
task  on  their  counsel,  to  account  for  their  coming 
into  a  Court  at  all ;  for  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
executors  have  refused  them  payment  of  their  le- 
gacies ;  they  seem  to  have  done  all  that  is  proper. 

The  deceased  by  his  will  left  3,500/.  to  his 
executors,  in  trust  to  pay  certain  iannuities  to 
Sarah  Clarke.  Probably  there  might  be  some 
doubt  how  far  this  Court  could  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  such  an  annuity  :  but  there  is  1002.  be- 
queathed to  Mr.  Clarke,  on  which  there  can  be  no  ^ 
doubt  that  this  Court  has  jurisdiction.  The 'le- 
gatees demand  payment  of  the  whole  of  their  le- 
gacies. The  executors  state  that  the  assets  would 
have  been  sufficient  to  have  paid  the  whole  if  ther6 
had  not  been  demands  against  the  estate.  The 
deceased  had  sold  an  estate,  and  given  a  bond  of 
10002.  to  the  purchaser  to  indemnify  him  against 
any  claim  his  wife  might  have  for  dower.  The 
wife  had  claimed  dower,  and  the  executors  had  been 
advised  that  she  had  a  right  to  it.  Instead  of 
paying  the  penalty  of  the  boiid,  the  executors 
had  set  apart  a  sum  to  pay  the  wife  an  annuity 
in  lieu  of  dower,  which  is  admitted  to  be  the  best 
arrangement  that  could  be  made  for  the  estate : 

z3 
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1816.       this  however  has  created  a  deficieiicy  in  the  estate 
Term.      ^^  1^2  P^^  ^^^t-  ^^  the  legacies  for  the  present. 


The  legatees  plead  that  they  have  demanded  their 
and  GuuiKB  l^ffBcies^  but  have  been  refused :   vrhereas  the  ex« 
^*         ecutors  state  in  their  aoswers  that  they  have  been 
and        offered  their  legacieid  over  and  over  again  subject 
EA&moN.    to  the  deductions  to  which  1  have  alluded,  and  that 
they  have  refused  to  take  them.    I  am  at  a  loss  to 
conceive  why  they  should  have  sued  for  this  legacy  ? 
If  the  answers  are  not  correct,  or  redundant^  they 
should  have  ol^ected  to  them,  or  pleaded  themselves ; 
they  should  not. have  brought  the  case  before  the 
Court  upon  them.    The  Court  must  take  the  state- 
Blent  as  true.    The  executors  state  that  they  have 
consulted  with  three  different  solicitors  of  the  par- 
ties ;  and  that  no  objection  was  made^  no  exception 
taken  on  their  behalf  to  the  proposed  arrangement ; 
and  yet  t(ie  executors  are  dragged  before  the  Court 
in  an  extremely  vexatious  suit. 

I  must  pronounce  that  the  parties  have  iailed  in 
proof  of  the  libel  by  demanding  the  whole  legacy, 
as  it  is  shewn  that  no  more  is  now  due  than  has 
been  offered.  I  can  only  pronounce  that  the  le- 
gacy is  due  subject  to  the  deduction  :*-4ind  1  think 
I  do  not  do  justice  if  I  do  not  give  the  executors 
their  costs ;— *if  costs  wejre  given  out  of  the  esCat^ 
they  would  &11  on  the  other  legatees,  as  they  would 
be  further  deducted  firMi  their  legacies. 


Costs  given. 
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Hilary 

Term^ 

Feb.  13. 


AoG  v.  Davies^  fekely  calling  herself  Ago, 


tlOHN  AGrG  was  married   to   Jane  Davies  at  Nullity  of 

Swansea^  on  the  Ist  of  February^  1806.    The  li-  ^!^^^oi^ 

cence  was  obtained  upon  his  affidavit,  in  which  he  of^tbe^fe? 

stated  no  particulars  as  to  the  age  of  either  party ;  ^  ©stabiish- 

bat  generally  that  there  was  no  impediment  to 

the  marriage.     In   1814  he  instituted  proceedings 

against  her  in  a  cause  of  nullity  of  marriage  on 

account  of  her  minority — ^his  libel  pleaded  that 

she  was  born  on  the  17th  of  May,  1785  ;  that  she 

was  baptized  at  home  ;  that  there  was  no  entry  of 

her  baptism  in  the  pariah  register — ^but  that  an 

entry  was  made  in  a  bible  which  had  been  copied 

by  her  father  from  a  smaller  bible  in  which  the 

entry  was  originally  made  by  a  neighbour.     The 

entry  was  as  follows  : — 

"  Jane  Davies,  the  daughter  of  John  Davies, 
was  born  on  the  1 7th  day  of  May,  at  seven  o'clock 
in  the  morning,  1785." 

John  Davies,  the  father  of  the  party  proceeded 
against,  deposed 

^^  That  his  daughter  was  bom  at  Swansea,  in 
the  year  1785.  The  month  he  does  not  recollect.  He 
was  at  sea  at  the  time  she  was  born,  but  returned 
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1816.  to  Swansea  a  few  weeks  afterwards.    That  before 

HUary 

Term.  his  return  his  child  was  half-baptized ;  and  named 


Agg 


at  his  house^  as  he  believes^  by  the  minister  of  St. 
Mary's  parish^ — he  believes  his  child  was  never 
Datxe8«  baptized  fully  according  to  the  ceremonies  of  the 
church  of  England.  On  his  return  to  Swansea 
for  a  few  weeks  after  his  daughter's  birth  he 
found  an  entry  of  sucb  her  birth  was  made  in  a 
email  bible  of  this  deponent's,  which  he  was  in- 
formed by  his  wife  had  been  made  immediately  after 
the  child's  birth  by  a  neighbour  of  the  name  of 
Eleanor  Jones,  who  has  been  dead  several  years ; 
*  and  about  eighteen  years  ago  the  deceased  pur- 
chased, at  Truro,  in  Cornwall,  a  larger  bible,  and 
also  therein  made  entries  of  the  births  of  ail  his 
children.  He  ^  does  not  know  whether  there  is  an 
entry  of  the  half-baptism  of  Jane  Davies  in  the 
register  book  of  baptisms  for  St.  Mary's  parish. 

"  The  entry  was  transcribed  by  him  from  the 
small  bible  very  soon  after  his  return  from  Truro  to 
Swansea ;  .and  was  very  carefully  examined  by  him 
with  the  original  entry  in  the  smaller  bible,  and 
agreed  therewith  :  but  where  the  smaller  bible  is, 
he  does  not  know. 

'^  That  his  daughter,  Jane  Davies,  married  John 
Agg  in  February,  1806,  by  virtue  of  a  licence — 
that  she  was  then  a  spinster,  and  under  age; — that 
such  marriage  took  place  in  the  church  of  St. 
Mary,  Swansea ;  but  he  was  at  that  time  at  sea  on 
a  coasting  voyage  ;  and  such  marriage  took  place 
against  the  consent  of  this  deponent  signified  to 
John  Agg  the  night  before  the  deponent  went  on 
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flifch  voyage;  which  consent  he  then  refused  to 
give  in  consequence  of  the  disapprobation  of  the 
father  of  the  said  John  Agg  as  expressed  in  a  let- 
ter for  him  to  his  son^  which  letter  John  Agg  read 
to  the  deponent. 

'^  That  he  knew  John  Agg  was  paying  his  ad« 
dresses  to  his  daughter ;  but  he  was  not  privy  to^  or 
consenting  to  the  marriage.  That  he  was  first  ac- 
quainted with  the  marriage  at  his  return  to  Swansea 
from  a  coasting  voyage,  four  or  five  weeks  after- 
wards, by  his  wife ;  but  he  never  after  the  said  mar- 
riage declared  whether  it  met  with  bis  approbation 
or  had  his  consent  then.'' 

Adams  and  Lushingtm  for  the  husband. 

Jenner  and  Dodson,  contra. 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  suit  for  nullity  of  marriage  by  reason 
of  minority  brought  by  the  husband  after  a  coha- 
bitation of  many  years.  It  does  not  appear  whe- 
ther there  has  been  any  issue ;  the  minority  was 
only  of  about  three  months.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  there  was  any  disparity  of  years^  or  any  thing 
clandestine  in  the  courtship  of  the  patties.  The 
father  was  asked  to  give  his  consent  when  going 
on  a  voyage ;  and  now  says  he  refused  not  from 
aay  dislike  of  the  man,  but  because  the  friends  of 
the  man  did  not  approve  of  the  marriage. 

The  licence  was  obtained  on  the  oath  of  the 
man  now  suing  to  set  aside  the  marriage.  He  swore 
that  he  knew  of  no  impediment  to  the  marriage ; 
he  must  therefore  have  sworn  either  that  she  was  of 
age^  or  that  the  consent  of  the  father  was  obtained. 


343 


1815. 
Hilary 
Term. 

Ago  » 
Daties. 


344  CASES  DETERMINED  IN  THE 

ivL^i      ^^  "™^**  ^^^  ^  shewn  by  clear  proof  that  the 
Term,      woman  was  a  minor^  and  that  there  was  no  consent 


of  the  father.    The  marriage  was  solemnized  with- 
^^         out  any  clandestinity.    The  first  cousin  of  the  bride 
Datio.     performed  the  part  of  the  father  in  giving  her 
away ;  and  he  attests  the  entry  of  the  marriage. 

It  is  usually  said  that  the  Court  is  only  ministerial 
in  such  cases.  When  a  man  has  contracted  a  mar- 
riage celebrated  under  a  licence  obtained  by  his 
own  perjury^  and  comes  to  have  that  marriage  set 
aside^  even  after  several  years'  cohabitation^  it 
appears  at  first  sight  quite  revolting  that  a  suit 
should  be  entertained^  but  it  has  been  held^  and 
properly  held^  that  the  public  has  an  interest  in 
having  the  situation  of  the  parties  ascertained^  and 
that  the  Court  has  only  to  pronounce  for  the  nul- 
lity : — still  the  proof  must  be  clear,  and  almost  irre- 
Bistible. 

^  How  stand  the  proofs  in  this  case  ?  There  is  some- 
thing of  doubt  and  difficulty  thrown  on  the  proofis 
by  the  delay  which  has  taken  place  in  the  cause. 
The  appearance  for  the  party  cited  was  given  on 
the  first  session  of  Easter  Term,  1814 ;  the  libel 
was  given  on  the  first  session  of  Michaelmas 
Term,  1814.  No  witness  vras  examined  for  a  year 
afterwards; — a  commission  issued  in  January  ]8I5 ; 
witnesses  were  not  examined  till  January  1816. 
The  marriage  is  proved  to  have  been  solemnized 
'  on  the  1st  of  February,  1806,  as  pleaded— the  en- 
try in  the  register  is  proved  by  Rawlins,  who  gave 
her  away ;  but  to  shew  the  marriage  to  be  invalid, 
it  is  alleged  that  the  woman  was  born  on  the  17th 
of  May,  1785,  thus  wanting  little  more  than  three 


Ago 

9. 


ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.  345 

months  of  being  of  age^  and  that  there  was  no  I8I6. 
consent  of  her  fitther.  Agg,  in  the  affidavit  on  T&rm. 
which  he  obtained  the  licence^  swore  he  knew  of 
no  impediment  from  consanguinity  or  otherwise  to 
the  marriage ;  and  the  inference  from  this  must  be  Dayies. 
that  he  understood  her  to  be  of  age^  or  that  her 
father  was  consenting.  He  must  have  been  then 
satisfied  that  he  was  going  to  contract  a  legal  mar- 
riage. The  Court  cannot  presume  him  to  .have 
been  ignorant  of  the  law. 

The  first  proof  of  the  age  is  usually  the  entry 
of  the  baptism ;  though  this  is  not  absolute  proof 
of  the  exact  births  yet  from  the  general  use  of  in- 
fant baptism  in  this  country  it  is  strong  adminicu- 
lar evidence  in  proof  of  minority ; — the  register  is 
a  public  record  ;_it  fixes  necessarily  the  time  when 
the  entry  was  made^  and  is  something  to  resort  to 
by  which  parties  are  enabled  to  swear  to  the  exact 
age.  The  absence  of  this  proof  is  a  most  impor- 
tant defect^  and  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  parties 
are  Dissenters ; — ^the  fact  is  pleaded  in  the  libel 
that  there  was  no  entry ; — ^How  is  this  proved  ? 
A  witness  searches  the  registers  for  1785,  and  for 
some  ^uhntqaent  years.  Does  this  prove  no  entry  ? 
It  proves  that  there  was  none  in  1785,  or  subse- 
quently ;  but  this  does  not  prove  there  was  no  en- 
try. This  is  consistent  with  the  woman's  having 
attained  her  majority ; — ^her  baptism  may  be  re- 
gistered in  1784,  and  then  the  marriage  would  be 
valid.  It  would  be  most  dangerous  if  the  Court 
were  to  pronounce  on  such  evidence ; — and  where 
there  has  been  a  fact  of  marriage  the  pi^esumption 
of  law  is  strong  in  favour  of  the  act;  at  any  rate 
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1816.  it  is  necessary  to  shew  that  there  is  no  entry  of 
Term.  baptism  before  they  attempt  the  subsidiary  evi- 
dence.— A  family  bible  is  introduced^->^-and  these 
is  an  entry  of  the  birth  in  it ; — it  is  not  an  original 
entry^  but  the  copy  of  an  original  entry  stated  to 
have  been  made  by  the  father.  This  is  going  a 
step  further  than  I  recollect  to  have  been/eceived; 
— if  it  had  been  the  practice  of  the  father  to  enter 
the  births  at  the  time  they  occurred^  and  this  had 
been  that  entry^  it  would  be  very  important ; — ^bui 
it  was  not  made  till  many  years  afterwards.  This 
bible  was  not  printed  till  1793.  If  the  entry  was 
made  in  error^  it  not  only  proves  nothing,  but 
it  may  have  laid  the  foundation  of  error  in  all 
the  parole  evidence  which  has  been  given  in  the 
cause. 

It  is  plead^d^  there  was  another  small  bible^ 
since  lost^  in  which  it  was  the  custom  of  the  father 
to  make  entries ; — to  this  the  mother  and  sister  of 
the  woman  depose,  following  the  terms  of  the 
plea; — but  the  father  says  the  entry  was  made  by 
Eleanor  Jones^  a  neighbour,  who  is  since  dead. 
If,  therefore,  the  original  had  been  before  the 
Court,  it  was  not  made  by  one  of  the  family  ;  and 
there  would  be  no  security  against  ignorance^ 
error,  or  fraud.  But,  supposing  the  original  to 
have  been  correctly  made,  what  rdiancd  has  the 
Court  on  the  eiuictness  of  the  copy  ?  The  man 
was  of  a  low  condition  in  life, — the  mate  of  a 
coasting  vessel ;— seamen  are  not  accurate  :-^the 
transcript  was  not  made  till  many  years  afterwards ; 
*-^in  transcribing,  a  mistake  in  the  year  might 
easily  be  made  either  in  the  reading  or  the  writ- 
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iBg.    The  very  next  entry  has  a  mistake?— the      I8I6. 
year  has  been  erased^  and  1790  has  been  written      j^erm. 


Ags 


oyer  other  figures^  which  shews  how  little  reliance 
is  to  be  placed  on  a  transcript  made  by  ignorant 
persons  of  this  kind.  Datim. 

In  a  case  of  this  description  J  am  led  to  inquire 
whether  there  might  not  be  some  inducement  to 
make  the  eldest  daughter  appear  younger  than  she 
really  is ; — the  credit  of  the  wife  might  make  it 
necessary :— if  there  might  be  inducements^  that 
circumiBtance  alone  would  be  sufficient  not  to  allow 
the  Court  to  rely  on  a  mere  entry  of  this  sort. 
This  book  seems  to  make  no  evidence  ejther  in 

m 

form  or  substance^  as  to  the  birth;  but  it  may 
have  laid  the  foundation  of  error  in  all  the  parole 
evidence ; — all  the  witnesses  may  have  fixed  the  "" ' 

birth  in  1785^  from  this  entry. 

Under  this  consideration  the  Court  would  re* 
quire  that  witnesses^  speaking  at  the  distance  of 
thirty  years>  should  assign  a  reason  for  remember- 
ing the  fact  to  have  happened  in  that  particular 
year.  Many  persons  mistake  the  year  in  which 
they  were  born^  and  the  year  in  which  their  child- 
ren were  bom.  This  observatiojn  applies  more 
strongly  to  the  lower  class  of  people ; — ^they  seem 
only  to  recollect  a  particular  year  by  connecting  it 
with  some  other  event. 

Mrs.  Rawlins  speaks  of  visiting  the  mother  in 
the  year  in  which  the  child  was  born^  from  having 
a  son  of  her  own  born  in  the  same  year ;  she 
deposes  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  years^  to  the  firsts 
or  second  of  June  being  the  day  on  which  she 
went^  which  precision  rather  takes  from  her  credit: 
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1815.      — bnt  Kow  does  she  fix  it  to  the  year  1785,  and 
Tertn.      ^^^  ^'^84  ?     She  does  not  say  her  own  son  was 


Aaa 
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born  in  that  year,  for  that  she  has  recently  exa- 
mined the  register  of  his  birth,  or  any  fact  on 
DATIE9.  which  she  founds  it : — no  reason  is  given  ; — she 
may  have  taken  the  year  from  the  entry  in  the 
book  before  the  Court. 

So  the  father  and  mother  may  be  exact  as  to  the 
month,  but  they  give  no  reason  for  fixing  the  year ; 
— ^if  they  bad  said  they  were  married  in  1784,  or 
that  they  took  their  house  in  that  year,  and  had 
lately  referred  to  the  lease  of  it,  or  some  circum- 
stance enabling  them  precisely  to  fix  the  date,  it 
might  be  something  to  satisfy  the  Court ; — ^but  I 
am  left  in  doubt, — ^there  is  not  that  precise  and  sa- 
tisfactory proof  which  convinces  the  Cowt  that 
the  minority  of  the  woman  is  established. 

But  then,  another  essential  part  of  the  case,  viz. 
the  want  of  consent,  stands  on  the  dry  uncorrobo- 
rated  account  of  the  father.  The  evidence  given  by 
the  nephew  is  contradicted  by  his  own  act  in  giving 
the  woman  away.  What  says  the  father  himself? 
That  his  consent  was  asked,  but  he  refused  because 
the  father  of  the  man  disapproved  of  the  connexion  ; 
— ^the  marriage  was  had  when  he  was  absent  at  sea. 
He  admits  that  he  knew  of  the  courtship, — ^he  does 
not  say  he  disapproved  of  the  connexion  ; — it  was 
^ly  because  the  man's  friends  disapproved  that  he 
did  not  give  his  formal  consent ;— he  does  not  order 
the  man  to  break  off  the  connexion ;— he  does  not 
leave  instructions  with  his  wife  to  prevent  the  mar- 
riage ; — ^it  is  quite  connstent  with  this  evidence 
that  he  might  have  told  Agg  if  be  coukl  get  the 
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conaent  of  bis  frieDds,  he  would  not  object ;  or  he       i^i6» 
might  bav^  left  authority  to  this  effect  with  hiq      7>ro? 
wife ;— and  I  thiok  such  a  conditiooal   consent    ^^i^y>^ 
would  have  been  sufficient : — and  I  am  warranted       '^'f ^ 
in  supposipg:  there  was  something  of  this  kind     D^vieb. 
from  the  conduct  of  all  the  parties.    The  marrii^e 
was  not  clandestinely  had;— it  was  in  their  own 
parish  churchy — ^her  cousin  gave  her  away, — and 
there  is  every  reason  to  infer  it  was  validly .  con- 
tracted. 

It  woqld  be  extremely  dangerous  on  such  evi- 
dence of  the  father's,  to  say  the  marriage  should 
be  dissolved.  The  father  and  mother  may  have 
their  reasons  for  wishing  it  dissolved.  The  Court, 
in  taking  so  important  a  step  as  this,  must  look  to 
the  possibility  of  improper  views  ; — it  must  be 
upon  its  guard,  especially  from  the  want  of  the 
usual  evidence.  It  usually  has  the  father's  evidence 
of  vrant  of  consent,  if  produced,  corroborated  by 
other  circumstances,  such  as  his  forbidding  the 
courtship,  his  expressing  surprise  and  regret  at 
hearing  of  the  marriage,  and  the  like  ;— and  what 
makes  the  omission  more  extraordinary  in  this 
case  is,  that  the  mother  has  been  producisd,  but 
has  not  been  examined  to  the  marriage  and  dis- 
sent of  the  father.  This  throws  an  additional 
cloud  of  suspicion  over  the  case,  and  leaves  it 
open  to  the  suggestion  that  there  might  have  been 
a  previous  or  conditional  consent  on  the  part  of 
the  father. 

On  both  these  points  the  evidence  is  not  satis- 
factory to  my  mind ;— the  presumption  is  strong  in 
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favour  of  the  marriage.  The  man  swore  he  knew 
of  no  impediment ; — ^the  parties  act  as  if  there  was 
none; — they  have  cohabited  for  many  years.  I 
feel  myself  called  upon  to  pronounce  that  the  party 
has  failed  in  proof  of  the  libel^  and  I  dismiss  the 


suit. 
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1816. 
^  Hilary 

Sires  and  Broderick  v.  Snaith.  f^Tu 

On  the  14th  of  February,  1816,  Westgarth  An  allegation 
Snaitb,  Esq.,  a  banker  in  Mansion  House  Street,  f^trucdoSu^ 
being  very  ill,  sent  for  Mr.  Walton,  his  solicitor,  ^?£^^ 
into  his  bed*room.  and  ffave  him  detailed  instruc-  '^gjiietimc 

'  o  of  the  testa- 

tions for  making  his  will.     Mr.  Walton  retired  into  tor,  but  nci- 

another  room^  where  Mr.  Joshua  Watson,  Mr.  him  nor  read 
Snaith's  brother-in-law,  was  ;  and  immediately,  in  admi^d'to 
his  presence,  committed  to  writing  the  heads  or  P*^^^^-  . 
substance  of  the  instructions  which  he  had  re- 
ceived, and  then  proceeded  to  draw  up  a  will  from 
•  them ;— when  he  had  finished  it,  he  desired  Mr. 
Watson  to  inform  Mr.  Snaith  that  the  will  was 
ready  for  execution,  and  to  ask  him  whom  he  would 
have  for  witnesses  besides  himself.  This  message 
being  communicated  to  Mr.  Snaith,  he  desired  that 
two  of  the  clerks  in  his  banking  house,  whom  he 
named,  should  be  called  up  for  that  purpose. 
They  were  accordingly  sent  for ; — and  Mr.  Wal- 
ton returned  to  the  bed-room  of  Mr.  Snaith  with 
the  intention  of  reading  over  the  will  to  him,  and 
seeing  it  signed  and  executed ; — ^when  he  learnt 
that  the  testator  had  been  seized  with  a  violent  fit 
t>f  Tomiting,  which  had  reduced  him  to  so  languid 
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i6i6*      and  insensible  a  state  as  to  render  him  incapable  of 
Term,      executing  his  will^  or  of  doing  any  rational  act 


SiKES 


In  this  state  Mr.  Snaith  continued  till  his  deaths 
which  happened  within  a  very  few  hours  from  that 
Snaith,      time. 

The  will  drawn  up  by  Mr,  Walton  was  as  fol- 
lows : — 

^'  This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me 
''  Westgarth  Snaith,  of  Mansion-bouse  street, 
'^  London,  banker.  I  give  and  bequeath  to 
'^  10/  dear  wife  Jane  Snaith^  for  her  own  use 
^'  and  benefit,  my  carriag0,  carriage-horses, 
'^  and  harnes/s ;  and  also,  all  the  plate^  linen, 
'^  diina,  books,  liquors,  (e»ept  wines,)  and 
spirits,  in  either  of  my  houses  in  Mansion- 
house  street,  or  Woodhouse,  in  the  parish 
of  Wanstead,  Essex ;  Together  with  the 
«se,  free  of  taxes  and  outgoings,  for  the 
period  of  two  year3  from  fny  decease,  of 
my  freehold  and  copyhold  bouse,  lands,  und 
premises  at  Wanstead  aforesaid,  (our  resi- 
*'  dence,)  with  the  use  of  the  live  and  dead 
stock  there.  And  after  the  expiration  of 
such  two  years,  the  same  to  be  sold  by  my 
executors  and  trustees,  and  the  net  produce 
carried  to  the  aiccount  of  the  residifium  of 
my  estate  and  e&cts.  I  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  nephew,  Mr.  Thomas  Wilkinson,  ^11 
the  household  good3  and  furniUire  in  my 
hoqse  iu  MaBsioo-hou3e  street.  I  gjve  and 
bequeibth  to  my  esteemed  relatives  and 
friends,  Joshua  Watson^  o/ Clapton,  in  the 
''  parish  of  Hackney,  ffsquire^  the  Eeverend 
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"  Thomas  Sikes,  of  Guilsbofo'^  in  the  county  I8I6. 
of  Northampton,  and  William  Brodrick,  T^^ 
of  Gower  street,  in  the  county  of  M iddle- 
sex.  Esquire,  the  sum  of  three  hundred 
'^  pounds  sterling,  each  of  them.  And  I  do  Smaith. 
hereby  nominate  and  appoint  them  execu- 
tors of  this  my  will,  and  trustees  for  the 
purposes  hereinafter  mentioned.  And  as  to 
all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate  and 
effects  whatsoever,  whether  freehold,  copy- 
hold, or  personal,  I  give,  devise,  and  be- 
queath the'  same  unto  my  said  executors, 
the  said  Joshua  Watson,  Thomas  Sikes, 
^'  and  William  Brodrick,  their  heirs,  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns.  In  trust, 
to  sell,  dispose,  collect,  and  receive,  and 
to  invest  the  net  proceeds  thereof  in  their 
names,  upon  government  stocks  and  funds, 
and  to  pay  the  income  and  produce  of  one 
full  third  part  of  such  my  residuary  estate 
to  my  said  wife  during  her  life.  And  to  pay, 
transfer,  and  divide  the  principal  thereof 
"  after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  to  and 
equally  between  such  of  my  children  as 
shall  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  ;  and  the  executors  or  administrators 
*^  of  such  of  them  as  shall  live  to  attain  that 
'^  age,  and  die  in  the  lifetime  of  their  mother. 
'^  And  as  to  the  remaining  two  third-parts  of 
"  such  my  residuary  estate.  In  trust  to  pay, 
'^  transfer,  and  divide  the  same  to  and  equally 
'^  between  liuch  of  my  children  as  shall  live 
"  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  on 
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^'  their  respectively  attaining  that  age;  and 
dyring  such .  their  minorities  respectively^ 
to  pay  to  my  said  wife  the  income  and  pro' 
^'  duce  of  each  child's  share^  she  continuing 
''  to  maintain  and  educate  them. .  And  in  case 
^'  of  her  decease  during  any  child's  minority, 
^'  In  trusty  to  pay  and  apply  the  income  and 
^'  prpdqce  of  each  minor  child's  share,  or  a 
competent  part  thereof,  at  the  discretion  of 
my  said  executors  and  trustees^  for  or  to- 
wards  her  maintenance,  board,  and  educa- 
tion ; .  and  •  to ,  invest  the  surplus^  if  any,  of 
such  income  and  produce,  to  accumulate 
for,  heiir  use  till  she  attains  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years.  In  v^itness  whereof  I 
*'  haye  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  this 
''  fourteenth  day  of  February,  One  thousand 
'^  eight  hundred  and  sixteen. 
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"  Signed,  sealed,  published,  and  declared 
by  the  said  testator  Westgarth  Snaith, 
'  as  and  for  his  last  will  and  testament,  in 
the  presenc^e  of  us,  who  in  his  presence, 
at.  his.  request,  and  in  the  presence  of 
each  other,  have  subscribed  our  ^  names 
as  witnesses,  the  several  interlineations 

and  pbUterations,  opposite  to  which  the 

«       •  •  •       »  >    ' « 

*'  initials  of  our  names  are  setj  being  first 
*'  made." 

•  •  '  ••  • 

This  paper  vras  propounded  in  an  allegation  by 
thei  executors,  and  opposed  by  the  widow  of  the 
deceased. 

Jenner  and  Dodson  for  the  will  propounded. 
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^Su^h^  and  Dwnikemf  contra*  i^io. 

*  Id  this  M86  t)ie  4ii6ti9iiclian8  ^vKore .  not  v^d  py^r      7^^ 

hy  Mr^Snmth,  «r  ey-^r  seeal^y  him: — t^iatehiis  >-^v>/ 
yet  been  no  case  in  which 'the  ;Goi|rt  J^as  ,{>«)•       -^^^ 

'iiouiDced  for  *  imteacliiOQs  wibi^h  have  It^e^n  noisier  SvAiiaii 
tfleen^nor  raad'X>¥«r  hy  itl^e  dee^asa4. 

:Jv»oiiENT. 

Sir  JoHNrNiOBOU.. 

On  i  the  ,poiat . of  Jajnr  •  that  .a  j^pap^r  ^an :  be 
proamiBoeclr €pr  M^Mh . h4^4;Qever)  ba^n^e^n  l^y^^lie 
ideceasedyor/  raadoYer]  (OuhUn^J  have  r  ho*  dQu|>t : 
this  printt^eitwas  ;ieD()^|iif  ed  in  ;thQ  case  pf  W^pqd 
«t^.'< Woody  (li);in<  wbiehtaU  thein^c^s^fMryiiinistiJ^up^ions 
.havii^ibeen  given  by  the  {dac^^ed^  •  ^|id  r:^Uf:;^ 
into»  writing  in  bia  liCetime^  probate i was  giv^n. of  j^ 
''muchiof.ihe  papfer  .aaiwas,  9he\fn;  by  evidence  to 
1>e  exactly  conformable  to  the  in^tcuctions.   It  js  es- 
sential that  it  should  be  written  in  the  lifetime ; 
otherwise  it  would-be  a..jnere  nuncupative  will, 
and  then  of  no  effect  under  the  statute.     It  has 
Jbeen  i  argoed  that  thcire   are    h/ere    mere    heads 
of  instructions .  comimiM^d  to  w^ting^  ,  and ,  th^t 
neither  will  nor  instructions  have  been  read4Xiier  to 
the  deceased.    I  do  not  appr<^pd  thftt  :.tbe:^  law 
<  requires  either  one  or^U^e  other.   :The  doctrine  of 
('this  Caurk  waft  laid  down  in  <.Bury  v.  9njry  (b), 
.' wbere'iiistnietiooS(were;e«tabli^^d  on  aati^&c^ry 
'  proof  that'^y  bad  beea.reducj^d  into^  writing  dur- 
'ing  the  life  of  ihe  deceased.  la  Box 'a^\yeth^rJi>y^) 

(a)  Wood  ©.Wood,  Prerog.  Micha.  Term,  1811.  Vo^JL 
p..357. 

'(6)'  Bury  xri  Bury,'  Prerog.^HUary  Term,  i79l.        i?*^ 
(«>.  Bo«  iM  Wfthcfby,  Prttog.  ;1fl04« 

2a2 
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I8i«.       the  Court  said^  ''  reading   aver   was   only   re^ 

7V^      quired  to  shew  that  the  paper  was  conformable 

^"^"^^^^^     to  instructions.   Here  the  evidence  leaves  no  doubt 

y^  as  to  the  intentions/' 
Snaith.^  In  this  case  the  drawer  of  the  paper^  from  his 
sending  to  the  deceased  to  know  who  were  to  be 
the  witnesses,  must  have  been  satisfied  that  he  had 
received  his  final  instructions  ; — two  of  the  clerks 
out  of  the  banking  house  were  directed  to  be 
called  up  ;— the  deceased^  before  they  came^  was 
seized  with  a  fit  of  vomiting,  from  which  he  did 
not  recover,  and  died  within  three  hours. 

This  is  a  proper  plea  to  go  to  proof  in  order  to 
see  how  far  the  paper  is  drawn  up  in  conformity 
with  the  instructions :  it  Mill  then  become  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  whether  the  will  is  made  according  to 
the  dh*ections  given. 


Eatter  The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  the  evidence  ad- 

j^^y  ]'      duced  in  support  of  the  allegation « 

Instructions  Jui>OMENT. 

committed  to        Sir  JoHN  NiCHOLL. 

ing  the  life-  The  law  was  fully  discussed  on  the  admission  of 
te^tor,  but  the  allegation.  I  referred,  on  that  occasion,  to 
hSTor^id^  several  cases.  I  have  since  taken  an  opportunity 
to  him  esu-    of  lookinff  iuto  them  ;  and  I  find  a  series  of  cases 

blished  as  a  ^ 

wiiL  from  Gardner  v.  Smith  in  1727,  in  which  the  prin- 

ciple for  has  been  established  that  a  paper,  not 
written  in  the  presence  of,  nor  read  over  to,  or 
by  the  testator,  may  yet  be  established  upon  clear 
proofs  that  it  was  written  in  his  lifetime,  and  was 
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drawn  up  conformably  to  bis  instractions^  the 
farther  completion  being;  prevented  by  the  inter** 
ventton  of  incapacity ; — at  the  same  time  that  the 
role  of  law  is  clear^  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
look  cautiously  into  proof  of  the  facts  to  ascertain 
that  the  paper  was  actually  written  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  party^  and  that  it  was  drawn  up  by  his  directions. 
— ^Now,  therefore^  I  have  only  to  enquire  into  the 
mere  question  of  fact  whether  it  is  conformable  to 
the  intentions  of  the  deceased*  There  is  no  doubt 
but  that  it  vras  drawn  up  in  bis  lifetime ;— no  doubt 
of  his  capacity ; — ^no  doubt  of  his  volition  ; — none 
of  the  general  outline  of  his  intention.  The  only 
doubt  suggested  is^  whether  there  are.  not  some  mi* 
nnte  and  subordinate  parts  of  the  will  not  accord* 
ing  to  any  directions.  But  if  this  were  so^  the 
Court  would  direct  them  to  be  struck  out  as  not 
proved ; — from  the  evidence^  however,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  whatever  as  to  those  parts. 

The  deceased  was  dangerously  ill;  his  apothecary 
advised  him  to  settle  his  affairs  ;  Mr.  Watson,  his 
brother-in-law^  gave  bim  the  same  advice.  His  so- 
licitor was  sent  for^  and  left  alone  with  him  ;  and  in* 
structions  were  given  him  for  drawing  the  will.  The 
subordinate  parts,  on  which  doubts  were  expressed 
on  the  admission  of  the  aUegation,  are  very  fully 
explained  by  the  evidence,  especially  in  the  an* 
swers  to  the  interrogatories.  Short  memoranda  or 
heads  of  the  instructions  were  first  taken  down  by 
the  solicitor,  and  afterwards  a  will  was  drawn  from 
them  in  a  more  formal  shape.  The  will  is  merely 
an  arrangement  of  his  property  between  bis  widow 
and  daughters;   something  different  from  what 
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the  Ia\^  wonldlMivef  iiladcf^  and  raitable  to'  theocm- 
ditlon  of  fill  parties. 

The  conduct  of  the  party  at  the  time  is  a  istrongt' 
corroboration  of  his  imprefision.  Mkr.  Walton  ^vmsi 
actually  proceeding  into  the  room  to  haTe  the  will' 
signed^  when  the  deceased  was  seized'  with  a  vomit- 
ing fit^  and  never  afterwards  had  capacity  to  com-' 
plete  it.  If  (lie  deceased  had  doubted  ifhether  the 
alitoriiey  had  completed  his  wishes^  he  would  hme 
a&Jked  questions  to  that  effect:  but  he  was  quite 
prepared  and  ready  to  sign  the  instmmeiit  as  sdon 
as  it  couM  be  brought  to  him.  Nothing  bat  the 
sudden  seizure^  or^  as  we  term  it,  the  act  of  Oody 
prevented  tHile  eslecution' :  if  the  Cbuvt  refiwed  to 
pronotMide  for  this  Will^  it  would  defeat  the  final 
Attentions  of  the  deceased.  Adhering^  as  I  do,  to 
the  rule  laid  down  in  all  the  cases,  that  the  Court 
nmst  proceed  With  great  caution,  i  have  still  no 
hesitation  in  pronMnciikg  for  the  paper. 
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ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY: 


The  Office  of  the  Judge  promoted  by       ( 
Blac&more  and  Thorpe  v.  Brider. 


1816. 

By  Letters  of  Request  from  the  CommUsory  of     EaOer 

Chichester.  j^\o. 


John  B^.ACKM0RE  and  James  Thorpe,  the  An  incesinous 

V       ',  '        r  nVw     '•'         .*        1  '   '       *  A    '  *  if  o         marriage  an- 

churchwardens  of  Harting,  m   the  county  of  bus-  nulled,  and 
sex,  promoted  a  cause  of  office  against  William  j^j^^e" 
Brider  ifor  having  married  and  cohabited  with  Mary  p«ti<»  ^  »*• 
Walton,  the  daughter  of  his  former  wife  by  a 
former  husband.    William  Brider  refusing  to  ap- 
pear to  the  citation  taken   out  against  him,  and 
served  upon  him,  was  pronounced  contumacious, 
and  in  contempt ;  and  the  decree  was  signified 
pursuant  to  the  53rd  of  George  III.    All  the  pro<^ 
ceedings  were  had  inpcenam; — ^fourteen  articles 

(o)  63  Geo.  III.  c.  137. 1.7. 
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1810.       were  exhibited  against  him  by  the  churchwardens^ 
T^rm.      ^"^  ^^^  witnesses  were  examined  upon  them. 


Judgment. 

Blackmore         gjj.  j^^^  NiCHOLL. 

Bbidsr.  This  is  a  suit  promoted  by  the  churchwardens  of 
Harting^  against  William  Brider^  for  incest. — It 
is  a  criminal  suit ;  and  no  appearance  being  given 
for  the  party  accused^  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court 
to  examine  the  evidence  scrupulously :  but,  having 
so  examined  the  evidence,  it  appears  to  roe  that  the 
proceedings  have  been  regular,  and  the  evidence 
is  full. 

The  articles  charge  the  man  with  cohabiting 
with  the  daughter  of  his  former  wife,  and  state 
that  he  has  children  by  both  of  them.  The  suit  is 
very  ^properly  brought  by  the  churchwardens  in 
order  to  put  an  end  to  this  offensive  scandal; 
the  evidence  proves  the  continuance  of  it ; — 
and  that  the  parties  have  persisted  in  the  cohabita- 
tion, though  they  have  twice  been  driven  out  of 
the  parish  by  the  parish  officers ; — these  proofs  leave 
no  judicfal  doubt  as  to  the  facts,  and  the  law  is 
clear. — The  important  fact  to  be  proved  is,  that  the 
woman  now  cohabiting  with  Brider  is  the  daughter 
of  his  former  wife.  The  articles  plead  that  his 
former  wife  had  first  married  Thotiias  Waller ;  and 
they  exhibit  the  register  of  that  marriage.  Her  birth 
and  baptism  are  pleaded,  and  the  register  of  them  is 
exhibited.  The  death  of  Waller  is  then  pleaded, 
and  the  marriage  of  his  widow  with  Brider ; — the 
register  is  exhibited,  cohabitation  is  pleaded,  and 
reputation  and  acknowledgment  of  each  other  as 
husband  and  wife  till  his  death.    It  is  next  shewn 
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that  Brider  married  Mary  Waller,  the  daughter  of      ^^^ 
his  first  wife^  by  Thomas  Waller.    The  register       Term* 


of  the  marriage  is  exhibited ;  and  it  is  pleaded  that 

they  are  now  mcestuously  cohabiting.  „, 

Five  witnesses  have  been  examined* — ^three  of  Brider. 
the  family; — who  prove  all  the  necessary  facts. 
The  fourth  was  present  at  the  second  marriage, 
and  proves  that  she  was  married  to  Brider ;  the 
fifth  speaks  to  the  exhibits.  Two  brothers  of  the 
first  wife  prove  her  marriage  to  Thomas  Waller;  ' 

they   were  not  present.     The  witnesses  present 
at  that  marriage  are  dead  ;  but  the  register  is  ex- . 
h  ibited,  and  the  brothers  depose  to  cohabitation. 
This  marriage,  however,  is  not  so  important ;  for 
incest  would  arise  equally  if  the  woman  was  the 
illegitimate  daughter  of  the  wife.     They  depose 
that  Mary  Waller  was  her  daughter,  and  they  say 
that  their  sister  Anne  Waller  married  Brider; — that 
their  sister  died  ; — that  Brider  having  seduced  her 
daughter,  and  she  being  pregnant,  they  left  the 
parish,    got  married  in  aivother   parish,  and  re* 
turned,  avowed  their  marriage,   cohabited  toge- 
ther, and  had  children,  and  still  continue  to  cohabit. 
This  is  the  general  history,  and  it  is  confii^med  by 
the  sister  of  Brider  who  was  present  at  her  bro* 
ther's  first  marriage.    The   second   marriage  is 
proved  by  James  Brider,  who  was  present  at  it,  and 
can  identify  the  parties.  The  entries  in  the  register 
are  proved,  and  the  identity  is  spoken  to  by  three 
persons  who  were  perfectly  acquainted  with  the 
parties  ; — so  that  all  the  facts  are  proved  in  such  a 
manner  that  the  Court  can  have  no  doubt  of  them. 
I  must,  therefore,  propoiance  the  sentetfce  of  the 
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1816.      law;  viz.  tbat  the  in^rria^e  i^  null  and  Toid ;  and 
Tetm.      that  the  parties  must  do  the  usual  penance^  and 


Bjuackmobe 


pay  the  costs  of  thp  suit. 

As  to  the  time  ^qd  circumstances  of  the  penance 
Bbidkr.     \  wish  the  precedent  in  the  case  of  Cleaver  t^. 
Woodridge  (a)  to  be  followed. 


The,  Court  acqprdingly  enjoined  Brider  to  per- 
form  a  public  penance  (&)  in  Harting  churchy  on 

(a),  Cle^yer  o.  Woodridge,  Arches^  178P, 

(6)  The  following  is  tlie  sentence  signed  by  the  judge  in  this 
case*  We  do  pronounce,  decree,  and  declare,  that  the  afore- 
said pretended  marriage,  or  rather  shew  or  effigy  of  marriage^ 
so  unduly  had  and  solemnized,  or  rather  profaned  between  them 
the  said  Wiliiaip  Brider  an4  l^ary  Walton,  otherwise  IValtham, 
otherwise  Brider,  to  haye  been  incestuons  and  unlawful :  and 
that  the  same  be  dissolved  as  haying  been  absolutely  null  and 
yoid  from  the  beginning  to  all  intents  and  purposes  in  law 
whatsoever ;  and  that  the  said  William  Brider  and  Mary  l^TaU 
ton,  otherwise  WalthaQS,  otherwise  Brider,  onght  to  be  strictly, 
and  under  pain  of  the  law,  admonished  to  separate  from  each 
other,  and  to  abstain  for  the  future  from  all  pretended  matri- 
mooi^l,  incestuous,  and  unlawful  cohabitatioin  with  each  other ; 
and  we  do  by  these  presents  so  admonish  them  to  abstain  there- 
from. And  we  do  also  pronounce,  decree,  an^  declare,  that  Che 
said  WiUiam  Brider  ought,  by  law,  Xo  be  canonically  punished 
and  corrected  for  his  excess  and  temerity  in  the  premises,  and 
tfiat  he  ought  to  be  enjoined  and  compelled  to  perform  public 
penance  for  the  same.  And  we  do  enjoin  and  command  him, 
the  said  William  Brider,  to  perform  such  public  penande  in  the 
parish  church  of  Harting  aforesaid,  on  Sunday,  the  nineteentk 
day  of  May  next  ensuing,  daring  the  time  of  iDiyine  senrict,  ia 
the  forenoon  of  the  same  day,  and  whilst  t)ie  greater  part  o( 
^t  copgre^tioQ  shall  )l>e  thep  assen^blfd  to  see  and  hear  tiie 


p 
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Sunday^  the  19th  of  May^  next  ensuing,  during  I810. 
the  time  of  Divine  service,  in  the  forenoon  of  that  x^^ 
day,  and  whilst  the  greater  part  of  the  congrega- 
tion might  be  assembled  to  see  an4  hear  the  fmm. 

same ;  and  that  the  said  WiUiam  Brider  do  certify  ns  of  the 
doe  and  obedient  performance  of  tiie  said  public  penance  on  or 
before  the  fourth  session  of  the  present  Easter  Term,  to  wit, 
Thursday^  the  twenty-third  day  of  the  said  month  of  May* 
And  we  do  also  pronounce,  decree,  and  declare,  thafr  die  said 
William  Brider  ought,  by  law,  to  be  condemned  In  the  la^i|^ 
costs  made  and  to  be  made  in  this  cause  on^tlie  part  and  behaJf 
of  the  arid  John  Btockmore  apd;  James  Tliofpe,  il^e  proqiQt^, 
and  compelled  to  the  doe  paymeot  thereof ;  aad  we  do,  (^oBdmiip 
hliain  such  costs  accordingly. 
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Griffiths  and  Trinder  v.  Bennett  and  TAYiiOR. 

Executrixes     "wir 

pronounced  UANNAH  BENNETT  and  Elisabeth  Taylor, 
onsfor  not  the  daughters  and  two  of  the  residuary  legatees  of 
an^invcntory.  William  Jones^  instituted  proceedings  against  their 

sisters,  Mary  Griffiths  and  Anne  Trinder,  the  exe- 
cutrixes of  their  father's  will,  for  an  inventory. 

The  probate  of  the  will  had  passed  in  August, 
1815,  and  the  inventory  had  been  assigned  since 
the  first  session  of  Hilary  Term^  1816;  and^  not 
being  brought  in^  an  application  was  made  to  pro- 
nounce Hannah  Bennett  and  Elizabeth  Taylor 
contumacious. 
Per  Curiam. 

Parties  must  not  hang  back  in  cases  of  this  de- 
scription. I  pronounce  the  executrixes  contuma- 
cious. 
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Meddowcroftv.  Gregory^  fitkely  called  Meddow-     j^^^ 

CROFT. 

j/HIS  suit  was  promoted  by  William  Meddow-  The  marriage 
croft^  of  Liverpool^  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  annulled  on 
the  marriage  of  his  son,  William  Meddowcroft,  SSSui^publ? 
of  Gray's  Inn,  with  Mary  Gregory,  a  widow,  on  g^  ^^ 
account  of  an  undue  publication  of  banns. 

William  Meddowcroft  the  younger  had  been 
taken  from  his  father  at  a  very  early  age,  and 
brought  up  by  two  uncles  resident  in  London : — one 
was  dead,  the  other  was  a  solicitor  in  Gray's  Inn. 
When  his  school  education  was  completed,  he  was 
articled  to  his  uncle,  and  received  into  his  office. 
While  serving  his  clerkship,  he  boarded  at  the  house 
of  a  Miss  Lewis,  in  Devonshire  Street,  Queen 
Square,  where  he  became  acquainted  with  Mrs. 
Mary  Gregory,  a  widow ;  and  an  attachment  com* 
menced  between  them  which  produced  the  marriage 
in  question,  on  the  28th  of  February,  1815.  Wil* 
liam  Meddowcroft  was  at  this  time  between  nine- 
teen and  twenty  years  of  age,  and  Mary  Gregory 
about  thirty.  The  marriage  took  place  in  the 
parish  church  of  St.  James,  Clerkenwell,  after  a 
publication  of  banns.  But  the  banns  were  published 
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TnM  ^ndw  the  names  of  William  Widowcroft  and  Mary 
Term.  Gregory,  and  on  account  of  this  misnomer  the 
validity  of  the  marriage  was  inypugned.  It  ap- 
peare'd  that  Ihe  entry  in  the  parish  register  was 
^*  made  in  the  right  names  of  the  parlies  ; — ^but^  in  a 
book  kept  by  the  parish  clerk  at  his  own  house,  in 
which  he  entered  the  names  of  the  parties  apply- 
ing to  have  their  banns  published,  the  entry  was 
in  the  names  of  William  ^Widowcroft  and  ^Mary 
Gregory.  In  the  regular  >  banns  book  the  name 
had  obviously  been  altered  from  Widowcroft  to 
IlKddbwcrbfe;— this  was  clear  from  the  difierent 
colour  bf  the  ink  in  which  the  alteration 'was  mdde, 
atid'frOtn  An  erasure  which  had  been  made  by  a 
kiiife;  *'Th6  ()bri8h  clerk  and  Mrs.  Alexander; nvho 
were  pfe^eht  at  the  marriage/  provefl  that  when 
the  partiies  w^re  about  to  sign  their  names 'the  mis- 
Cake' in  the  name  was  discovered  in  the  banns  bobk, 
and  Ihe  clerk  then  altered  it  from  Widowcroft  to 
•M^ddowcroft. 

James  Meddowcfojl,  the  uncle,  deposed 
'' iThat  in  April  or  May,  1814,  he  received  a  let- 
ter from  his  nephew,  stating  that  a  mutual  attachment 
had  takfen  place  between  him  and  Mrs:  Gregory,  re- 
'  questing  his  consent  to  the  marriage,  and  askin^for 
an  increase  of  his  allowance ;  to  whith  the  deponent 
Answered  by  letter,— that  he  was  Hot  at  a  proper 
iEige  to  talk  on  such  a  subject,  and  that  if  ever  he 
married  Mrsl  Gregory,  or  mentioned  the  circnm- 
^8tahc6  again,  hcS  would  instattlly  turn  him  out  of 
^  doors,  and  *  leieive'  him  to  get  tiis  livelihood-  'as  he 
could ;— that'  he  then  Went  to  Miss  Lewis'd  boaipd- 
ing-hoiitse  to  ihqaire  ittttf  the^  ftict ;  and  while  he 
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WEB  convenirigiYilh  Miss  tiems, — Mrs.  Gfregory     ^?.*?- 
havings  as  he  fceljeves,  listened  at  Ihe  door, '  came    ^J*ei 
in  and  said/  sbe  believed' she  was  the  subject  of  his 
conversation^  and  confessed  that  William  Meddow- 
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croft  had  formed  an  attachment  for  her^  and  that  a  ^\  : 
marriage  between  them  had  been  proposed ;  but 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  without  the  privity 
and  consent  of  the  deponent^  whoise  consent  they 
hoped  in  due  time  to  obtain  V— to  which  he  replilsd 
that  her  own  utter  ruin  and  beggary  would  be  the 
inevitable  consequence  of  their  marriage ;  for  that 
he  was  determined  to  turn  his  nephew  out  of  doors 
if  ever  it  took  pkce^  and  utterly  to  abandon  him. 
That  he  went  again  at  another  time^  accompanied 
by  a  frien^^  to  Miss  Lewis's^  and  that  his  friend 
then  told  Mrs.  Gregory  that  she  must  be  greatly  in 
want  of  a  husband  to  think  of  marrying  such  a  boy 
as  the  deponent's  nephew^  who  had  not  the  means 
of  purchasing  a  bed  for  them  to  lie  on.  Mary 
Gregory  replied,  that  she  did  not  understand  from 
his  nephew  that  the  deponent  was  so  jperemptory 
and  positive  but  that  his  consent  might  be  obtained 
some  time  hence ;— whereupon  the  deponent  re- 
peated to  her  his  fixed'  and  determined  resolution  : 
— as  a  proof  of  it  he  offered  to  send  her  a  copy  of 
the  letter  be  had  sent  his  nephew.  Upon  which 
Mary  Gregory  appeared  to  give'  up  the  marriage ; 
—but  expressed  a  wish  to  see  a  copy  of  the  letter, 
which  he  accordingly  sent  her ;  and  in  >eply  he 
received  a  letter  from  her  in'whicb  she  stated,  that 
seeing  the  marriage  was  so'  much'  against  the  de- 
ponent's  approba,tion  and  consent,  she  should  give 
up  the  matter,  and  think'  no' more  of  ii:— -thai  he 
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considered  be  should  never  hear  any  more  of  this 
marriage ; — ^that  he  removed  bis  nephew  from  Miss 
Lewis's^  and  it  vras  not  till  November^  1815^  that 
he  was  told  by  a  friend  that  the  marriage  had 
actually  taken  place/' 

Swabqf  and  Lushingtonfor  Mr.  Meddotocrojl. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  actual  deceit 
was  effected ; — it  is  sufficient  if  it  were  such  a 
publication  as  would  have  the  effect  of  deceiv- 
ing  those  who  heard  it.  We  contend  that  a 
publication  is  void  where  there  is  such  a  varia- 
tion in  the  name  as  to  conceal  the  identity ;— * 
but  that  it  is  not  void  where  it  is  not  such  as  to 
affect  the  question  of  identity :— therefore^  it  is 
not  void  where  it  is  the  mere  omission  of  one  among 
other  Christian  names^  which  is  not  commonly 
used.  The  difference  here  is  material  in  this 
amount : — to  lake  a  similar  instance^ — Berrington 
and  Merrington  are  names  which  would  sound 
nearly  similar;  yet^  if  one  name  was  used  for  the 
other  in  a  publicfition  of  banns^  the  parents  would, 
if  present,  be  completely  deceived.  In  Mather  v. 
Ney,  where  the  publication  was  in  the  name  of 
Wright,  instead  of  Ney^  there  was  no  fraud,  but 
the  marriage  "was  held  void. 

Jenner  and  Dodsonfor  Mrs.  Gregory. 

It  is  of  consequence  that  contracts  actually  made 
should  not  be  annulled.  The  act  does  not  expressly 
require  that  publication  to  be  in  the  true  names: 
but  such  has  been  the  construction  of  it,  and  we 
must  allow  it  to  be  sound.  But  the  C!ourt  would 
not  carry  the  restrictions  further  than  the  object 
of  the  act  requires ;— fraud  should  be  shewn:— here 
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fraud  ifl  pleaded  ia  the  libel^  but  none  is  pretended      1810. 
to  be  proved.     The  nncle  had  heard  that  the  mar-      Term! 
riage  was  intended^  and  broken  o£f ;— <ould  he  have     ^^^^"^ 
been  deceived  if  he  had  heard  the  banns  ?*-4he      j^f^T" 
father  was  at  a  distance^  and  could  not  hear  them. 
The  order  for  the  publication  was  received  by  the 
daughter  of  the  parish  clerk.    If  there  was  error^ 
can  it  wldiout  fraud  vitiate  a  marriage  of  this  kind. 
The  cases  where  marriages  have  been  held  void 
are  those  where  there  has  been  frauds  or  the  a«* 
sumption  of  a  name  to  which  the  party  has  not 
been  entitled.    The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
BillingburstXa)  and  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitaiits 
of  Burton -on^Trent^  (b)  where  fraud  was  dlowed 
not  to  have  been  intended^  were  held  good. 

Swaba/  and  Lushington  in  reply. 

Before  the  act  a  true  publication  was  necessary,; 
—it  vrms  no  publication  if  not  true.  Concealment 
is  fraud  ;-^i  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  mere 
mistdce  of  the  derk's  daughter.  The  snain  dgect 
of  the  act  is  notoriety  ;*^if  that  be  defeated^  that 
britigs  it  withm  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  EHen- 
borongh^  who  held  a  marriage  good,  the  name  (a 
wrong  one)  being  used  by  which  the  |Hirty  vras 
known.  If  the  clergyman  made  tlie  mistake^  Ihe 
ardmm  pubUcanii  in  him  cannot  be  held  sstteieiit : 
--^n  the  book  it  stood  Widowcroft.  The  object  of 
the  parties  throughout  has  been  conceahnent 

Jvn&Mi^T. 

Sir  William  Scott. 

This  is  a  proceeding  by  a  fallier  to  liissdve  the 

<a)  8  Manie  &  Sdwyn,  S50.  (ft)  lb.  517. 

VOL.  II.  2  B 
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1816.  marriage  of  bis  son^  a  minor^  on  the  ground  iiiat 
Term.  >t  ^^^^  without  his  consent^  and  without  publication 
of  banns.  The  act^  though  not  in  words^  yet  in 
fair  construction^  requires  the  publication  to  be  in 
V*         the  true  names. 

The  young  man  had  two  uncles  in  London^  who 
acted  with  parental  regard  for  him ; — ^they  sent 
him  first  to  a  small  school^  thence  to  the  Charter- 
House^  and  then  put  him  under  a  solicitor.  He 
went  to  lodge  at  a  Mrs.  Lewis%  where  Mary 
Gregory  came  afterwards  to  lodge ; — an  attach- 
'  ment  took  place  between  them^  though  certainly 
there  was  a  considerable  disparity  in  age ; — ^he  was 
a  minor^  she  above  thirty.  Whether  there  was 
any  other  disparity  does  not  appear ;  nor  what  pro- 
vision was  intended  for  the  young  man.  The  dif- 
ference of  age  is  material ; — it  was  an  unseason- 
able marriage  for  a  young  man  in  the  course  of 
education  ; — ^his  judgment  must  be  immature^  and 
it  could  not  be  prudent  to  form  a  matrimonial  con- 
nexion. On  disclosing  his  intention  to  one  of  his 
undes^  he  expressed  his  entire  disapprobation  of 
it  both  to  him  and  the  lady^  and  he  withdrew  him 
to  another  house.  The  connexioQ^  however^  was 
kept  up^  and  they  afterwards  married.  It  was  not 
tiO  some  months  afterwards  that  the  unde  heard  of 
it^~who  then  expressied  his  anger  at  it  The  fact 
of  the  marriage  came  out  from  the  woman  hav- 
ing communicated  it  to  Mrs.  Alexander^  who  was 
the  only  person  invited  to  attend  it^  which  she  did. 
EKzabeth  Bradley,  who  keeps  a  perfumer's  shop^ 
says  ^^  she  vms  employed  to  carry  notice  of  the 
bann3  to  St  John's^  Clerkenwell :— -on  consultation 
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with  ber  friends^  she  thought  it  right  they  should 
be  published  where  there  was  (be  least  chance  of 
bis  friends  hearing  there." 

Concealment^  therefore^  was  clearly  intended : 
—they  consulted  as  to  the  most  obscure  church ; 
— rwhere  (here  was  least  likelihood  that  his  friends 
should  hear ;— the  object  then  was  that  which  it 
was  the  policy  of  the  act  to  ^prevent.  She  gives 
notice  of  the  names  in  her  own  writing  to  the 
clerk^  who  was  not  at  home ;— and  it  is  open  to 
the  observation— in  how  loose  a  manner  a  matter 
of  such  importance  is  conducted  in  the  parishes 
in  this  town  : — ^they  were  received  by  the  clerk's 
daughter^  and  entered  in  a  book^  whence  they 
were  transplanted  into  the  regular  banns  book  ;-^ 
in  the  firsts  the  name  of  the  man  is  written  Widow- 
croft^  in  the  second  it  is  Meddowcroft.  At  the 
marriage  it  appears  it  was  first  altered  to  the  right 
name.  Thus  it  appears  that  the  publication  was 
in  the  name  of  Widowcroft.  A  question  has  been 
raisedj  how  far  a  marriage  might  be  affected  where 
there  is  no  fraud ;  if  the  name  should  be  so  distorted 
as  to  make  quite  a  different  sound : — ^no  case  how- 
ever^ has  been  cited  on  this  point.  Bradley^  who 
delivered  the  banns^  knows  nothing  but  that  they 
were  given  by  Mrs.  Gregory  on  a  slip  of  paper. 
She  had  nothiuji  to  do  with  it  but  to  convey  it 
there; — I  must  take  the  clerk's  daughter  to  have 
received  them  as  they  were  given. 

The  question  is^  Whether  any  fraud  was  in- 
tended ?  It  is  said  not ;  for  that  the  banns  were  pub- 
lished in  a  parish  where  the  man's  friends  would 
not  probably  attend : — ^but  that  they  would  do  alL 
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M  might  be  expected,  they  could  to  conoeol,  yet 
not  8o  as  to  invalidate,  the  marriage.  That  it  vfM 
in  a  church  distant  from  his  friends  has  no  weight 
with  me  against  the  suggestion  of  fraud. 

The  objection  would  have  been  more  material  if 
fraud  had  been  intended.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  alteration  is  material,  and  that  it  varies  the  sub- 
stance of  the  name  ; — the  alteration  of  the  initial 
letters  makes  more  difference  than  of  almost  any 
other  letters  in  the  body  of  the  name.  It  is  only 
of  late  years  that  exactness  has  been  applied  to  the 
spelling  of  names  of  fieimilies ; — ^formerly  they  were 
spelt  in  many  different  ways :  but  I  think  this  altera* 
tion  so  material  that  it  would  deceive  those  who  heard 
it<  The  uncle,  who  had  advice  before,  might  not  be 
deceived ;  but  the  friends,  who  were  not  acquainted 
vrith  the  clandestine  intention,  might : — and  it  was 
intended  to  elude  the  vigilance  of  parental  au- 
liiority ; — it  was  intended  to  be  clandestine,  and 
this  is  an  auxiliary  circumstance ;  it  is  to  be  consi- 
dered as  part  of  a  plan.  The  man  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  conusant  of  it ; — at  the  marriage  he 
discovered  it,  and  desired  it  to  be  set  right,  and 
then  the  alteration  vras  made. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  is  a  fraudulent  publication,  and  effected  for 
fraudalent  purposes ;— that  the  Htme  was  altered 
to  elude  the  knowledge  of  those  interested  in  pre* 
venting  the  marriage ;— and  I  declare  the  marriage 
to  be  null  and  void. 


i^ 
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JBy  Letters  of  Aequest  frdm  the  Official  of  the  Michaelmas 

Archdeaconry  of  LeiAis.  jvb©.  i. 


«-!. 


William  CLUTTON  and  Sanmd  Waller^  S^^f^^ 


the  cfaUrchwartlens  of  Cockfield,  in  Sossex^  libelled  ^^  notice 

should  be 


John  Peter  Cherry^  a  parkhioDerj  for  refusing  to  given  of  the 

specific  pur- 
pay  a  Chni^h*rale»  poseforwhich 

The  libel  pl^Adid,  in  eabstantte,  ''  that  in  the  ufls^^Jf^ 
year  1802  directiohs  wbre  giv«n  by  the  Brshop  of  '"'^' 
Chichester  to  Williani  Cluttoit  And  Saftrael  Pfcknell^ 
theti  churchwardens  of  Cuckfield>  to  repair  and 
fe-pew  the    parish   thurchu-^nd^    at  a    public 
reetry  called  on  the  d9(h  of  November  in  that 
yeaj^^    it  was  resdved   that    the    churchwardens     ^ 
should  apply  for  a  faculty  for  that  purpose.     That 
oti  the  ]9lh  of  February^  1803,  a  faedlty  wad  ob- 
tAtaed  from  the  Consifttorial  Goutt  of  Cbichesterj 
by  which  the  churchwardens  were  authorized  and 
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empowered  to  repair  the  churchy  by  erecting  new 
pewB  instead  of  the  old  ones,  which  by  length  of 
time  were  become  decayed  and  worn  out. 

''  That  from  this  period  WiUiam  Glutton  has 
been  continually  re-elected  to  the  office  of  church- 
warden, for  the  purpose  of  better  enabling  him,  in 
conjunction  with  the  other  churchwarden,  to  take 
the  necessary  steps  for  repairing  the  church.  That, 
with  a  view  to  the  convenience  of  the  parish,  it 
was  judged  expedient  not  to  proceed  to  re-pew  the 
whole  church  at  once,  but  to  complete  the  same  by 
degrees,  doing  a  small  portion  of  the  work  in  each 
successive  year;  and  accordingly  different  rates, 
from  time  to  time,  were  duly  made  and  assessed; 
and  by  such  means  the  sum  of  jgl435.  9s.  6(2.  has 
been  collected,  and  the  sum  of  £1589.  14s.  8|d. 
expended^  down  to  Easter,  1814,  being  about  Gjcf. 
in  the  pound  upon  each  occupier ;  and  the  church 
has  thereby  been  repaired  and  re-pewed  without 
any  material  inconvenience  or  burthen  to  the  pa* 
rishioners : — ^but  that  some  repairs  are  still  want- 
ing, which  may  be  completed  in  about  two  years. 

'^  That  a  public  vestry  was  held  on  the  11th  of 
April,  1813,  after  the  usual  and  customary  notice, 
and  it  was  ordered  that  a  rate  should  be  made  for 
the  repairs  of  the  church  and  the  pews;  and  this 
order  was  confirmed  at  a  subsequent  vestry,  duly 
held,  according  to  notice  legally  given  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  the  rate  was  confirmed  by  the  surrogate 
of  the  official  principal  of  the  diocese. 

*'  That  John  Peter  Cherry  was  a  parishioner, 
and  assessed  at  the  sum  of  J68.  Is.  which  he  has 
refused  to  pay." 
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In  reply  to  this  libel  an  allegalion  was  given  in 
on  the  part  of  John  Peter  Cherry^  pleading  that 
'^  neither  of  the  said  meetings  of  vestry  were  held 
in  pursuance  of  legal  notice^  for  that  the  only  no- 
tice .which  preceded  either  of  them^  if  any  were 
in  fiict  given^  was  in  the  following  words :  to  wit^ 
'  The  chiefs  of  the  parish  are  desired  to  meet  in 
the  vestry  after  service  ;'  and  the  first  of  these 
meetings  of  vestry  was  held  on  Saturday^  the  1 1th 
of  Aprils  1812 ;  and  no  other  notice  was  given  of 
a  subsequent  meeting  of  vestry^  if  such  meeting 
was  in  fact  held^  or  any  notice  given  when  the 
order  of  the  said  former  meeting  is  alleged  to  have 
been  confirmed.  That  the  several  notices  were 
undue  and  illegal  for  the  purpose  for  which  such 
meetings  were  convened^  and  the  rate  or  assess- 
ment made  null  and  void/' 

To  this  plea  a  responsive  allegation  was  given 
on  the  part  of  the  churchwardens^  stating  ''  That 
on  Sunday  the  5th  of  Aprils  1812^  the  following: 
notice  was  given  in  the  parish  church  of  Cockfield : 
— '  Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  a  vestry  will  he 
held  on  Saturday  next  the  Wth  of  April  instant, 
at  the  hour  of  eleven  in  the  forenoon,  for  making 
a  rate  to  enable  the  churchwardens  to  complete  the 
pewing  and  necessary  repairs  of  the  church/  And 
that  the  said  notice  was  read  and  published  by  the 
clerk  of  the  parish^  in  the  parish  church  of  Cuck- 
field,  on  the  said  day.  That  it  has  not  been  usual 
to  make  entries  of  vestries  for  holding  vestries^  in 
the  vestry  book  of  the  parish.  That  the  form  of 
the  notice  aforesaid  was  written  out  by  Samuel 
Waller,  then   churchwarden,   and  was  sent  or 
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delivered  by  him  to  the  clerk  of  the  parish  who 
published  the  same." 

No  witnesses  were  examined  on  the  part  of  John 
Peter  Cherry :  bot  in  answer  to  the  fourth  and  fifth 
articles  of  the  libel^  he  deposed  that ''  He  has  heard^ 
and  believes  that  a  public  vestry  may  have  been 
held  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  1812,  in  the  vestry 
room  of  the  said  parish  of  Cuckfield,  but  denies 
that  the  same  was  duly  called  or  held;  and  he 
knows  not,  and'  is  unable  to  form  a  belief  or  dis- 
belief whether  the  usual  and  customary  notice,  oir 
any  notice  of  such  meeting,  was  in  fact  given :  and 
he  knows  not,  but  has  heard  and  believes  that  it 
may  have  been  resolved^  agreed,  and  ordered  at 
such  meetings  that  a  rate  should  be  made  for  and 
towards  the  repairs  of  the  church  of  the  said  parish, 
and  the  pews  and  seats  therein :  but  he  knows  not^ 
and  is  unable  to  form  a  belief,  or  disbelief,  whether 
or  not  the  said  order  was  confirmed  at  a  subsequent 
vestry,  or  that  any  such  subsequent  vestry  was  in 
fkct  held  for  that  purpose  ;  but,  if  there  were,  he 
denies  that  the  same  was  duly  held,  according  to 
notice  legally  given  for  that  purpose.    And  this  re- 
spondent, further  answering,  saith  that  he  knows 
not,  but  has  heard  and  believes  that  a  pretended 
rate  or  assignment  for  and  towards  the  repairs  of 
the  church  of  the  said  parish,  and  the  pews  and 
seats  therein,  was,  in  fact,  but  illegally  made  ac- 
cording to  a  pound  rate,  being  the  usual  way  of 
making  rates  in  the  said  parish,  but  he  denies  that 
the  charges  of  such  repairs  were  necessary,  the 
same  having,  as  he  has  been  informed  and  believes, 
been  in  great  part  improvident,  and  not  requisite/' 
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The  form  of  the  rate  commenced  thus :— ''  We^ 
the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  Cackfield^  in 
the  county  of  Sussex^  and  diocese  of  Chichester^ 
whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed^  do  this 
eleventh  day  of  Aprils  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  One 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  twelve^  rate  and  tax 
all  and  every  the  inhabitants  and  parishioners  of 
the  said  parish  hereunder  mentionedj  for  and  to<« 
wards  the  repairs  of  the  church  of  the  said  parish^ 
and  the  pews  and  seats  therein^  in  the  several  sums 
following  :  ^c." 

Robert  Sturt,  (who  was  parish  clerk  from  July, 
1811,  tiUtheend  of  1812,)  deposed,— '^  That  he 
could  not  state  whether  any  vestry  relating  to  the 
repairing  of  the  church  was  held  on  the  1 1th  of 
Aprils  1812,  nor  whether  the  proceedings  of  that 
vestry  were  con0rmed  by  a  subsequent  vestry,  nor 
whether  any  such  vestries  were  held  in  pursuance 
of  notice  legally  and  customarily  given :  that  the 
usual  mode  of  giving  notice  of  vestries  to  be  held 
for  any  particular  purpose  was  for  the  deponent  to 
deliver  it  during  divine  service,  in  pursuance  of 
directions  previously  given  to  him  by  the  church- 
wardens ;  so  that  if  the  business  was  only  of  ordi^ 
nary  occurrence  and  of  trivial  import,  he  was  di- 
rected verbally  '  to  request  tke  chiefs  of  the  parUh 
to  meet  at  the  poor^hotise  as  soon  as  ditnne  service 
should  he  over :'  which  message  or  notice  he  ac* 
cordingly  delivered  from  his  reading  desk :  but,  at 
Other  times,  as  he  thinks,  when  business  of  more 
than  ordinary  importance  was  to  be  transacted,  a 
written  notice  was  ddiivered  to  him  by  one  of  the 
churchwardens  stating  the  time  and  place  <tf  the 
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intended  meeting;^  and  mostly^  but  not  always^  the 
purpose  or  business  of  such  meetings  which  notice 
he  read^  and  afterwards  either  destroyed  the  same, 
or  returned  it  to  the  churchwardens.  He  thinks 
he  most  generally  destroyed  them  :  but  tio  notice 
whatever  was  kept  of  them  :  and  he  cannot  now 
recollect  whether  he  gave  any  such  notitie  foe  the 
vestry  meeting  of  the  lUhof  Aprils  1812." 

In  reply  to  an  interrogatory  this  witness  swore 
''  that  Mr.  Medwin^  an  attorney  of  Horsham^  and 
his  son^  called  upon  him  when  he  was  in  jail  at 
Horsham^  the  winter  before  last^  accompanied  by 
John  Peter  Cherry,  and  made  enquiries  of  him 
respecting  the  notice  in  question,  and  the  usual 
mode  of  his  giving  such  notices;  and  he  cannot 
recollect  that  he  then  declared  to  them  that,  except 
as  to  poor-rates,  he  never  gave  any  notices  of  ves* 
tries  in  any  other  words  than  those  oi  *ihe  chiefs 
of  the  parish  are  desired  to  meet  in  the  vestry 
i^ler  service/  or  that  he  was  positive  that  in  any 
notice  which  he  ever  gave  a  church-rate  was  not 
mentioned ;  he  may  have  given  notices  respecting 
church-rates  which  he  cannot  recollect  that  he  did ; 
— he  did  then  declare  that  he  had  no  recollection 
of  having  given  any  such  notice,  and  he  could  not 
swear  that  he  bad  given  any  such.'' 

Samuel  PickneU,  vestry  clerk  for  the  last  ten 
years,  deposed, 

''  That  at  a  vestry  held  on  the  6th  of  April,  1814, 
the  accounts  of  William  Glutton  and  Samuel  Waller 
the  churchwardens,  in  relation  to  the  rates  were 
examined  and  approved  of  by  the  vicar  and  certain 
inhabitants  then  present,  and  that  at  a  further 
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▼estfy  on  Ihe  18th  of  April/lSl^,  the  said  accounts  ^JJ* 
were  further  examined  and  approTed  of  by  other  Terat. 
parishioners  not  present  at  the  former  meeting. 
That  the  deponent'  on  the  occasion  of  each^  of 
these  vestries  made  an  entry  at  the  end'  of  the 
accounts  of  such  examination  and  approbation; 
which  entries  were  severally  signed  by  the  persons 
present  He  cannot  say  whether  a  vestry  was 
called  on  the  11th  of  April/ 181S,  after  any  no- 
tice given  ;  tior  whether  it  was  at  snch  vestry  re* 
solved  that  a  rate  should  be  made  for  the  repairs 
of  the  churchy  nor  whether  such' order  was  con- 
firmed  at  a  subsequent  meeting  held  according  to 
notice*  legally  given  :^— as  it  was  not  usual  then 
to  make  entries  in  the  vestry,  book  of  any  vestries 
held  for  the  purpose  of  making  rates ; — minutes 
were  dccasionally  made  of  the  proceedings  of  ves- 
tries.for  other  purposes ; — ^but  not  for  making  rates ; 
— ^he  is  unable  to  say  whether  any  notice  was  given^ 
as  no  record  was  left  of  such  notices.  The  church- 
wardens usually  gave  their  own  notices/' 

Jenner  aitd  PkiUimore  for  the  churchwardens. 

The  vestry  was  duly  called  on  the  1 1  th  of  April, 
1812/  and  the  rate  was  ordered  to  be  made;— this 
was  confirmed  by  two  subsequent  vestries^  which 
expressed  their  approbation  of  the  conduct  of  the 
churchwardens. 

Swabey  contra. 

A  rate  is  to  be  made  in  vestry^  called  according 
to  notice  in  the  church  that  all  may  attend : — in  this 
case  there  is  no  proof  of  notice ;  therefore^  the 
rate  cannot  be  considered  as  valid^  for  it  is  neces- 
sary in  law  if  a  vestry  is  held  to  make  a  church- 


Gutmom 


.?"^^^^  Mte>  that  tiiere  8lioiild  be  apecifihl  nottQe- of  tiir 
r^n*.     l^rpose  Smt  whirh  it  k  cftUed. 
Fisr  Cutiam. 

Can  yov  support  that  position  by  aothority  ^ 
Cwtt»*k       Swabiy.-^ln  Deggt'^  Parson'n  eottnsollor  it  io- 
laid  down  tftat  tht  Mte  is  to  be  made  upon  notice. 

If  a  vestry  is  tolled^  is  net  every  parishioner 
bonnd  to  attend ;  or  if  ho  does  not,  is  he  not  bound 
'  by  the  nets  Of  those  who  db  N^it  may  be  mom  con^ 
venient  that  the  notice  shmild  be  given  in  ihe  man^ 
ner  yon  Mate;-^but  if  k  is  strictly  necessary  that  il 
should  be  so  gtven^  I  fear  most  rates  in  country 
parishes  woald  be  invalid.  Here  you  stand  on  idria 
point  of  law ;  yon  do  not  aay  the  party  was  un« 
equity  assessed^  or  otherwise*  As  to  the  hAi,  all 
that  the  witness  states  is^  that  at  the  end  of  three 
br  four  years  he  does  not  recollect  the  notion.  If 
the  vestry  was  held^  is  it  not^  at  this  distance  of 
time^  to  be  presaroed  that  it  was  held  by  legal 
notice  ? 

Lushington  on  the  srnne  6ide  with  Swabey. 

The  churchwardens  have  no  right  bo  take  a 
rate  till  it  is  distinctly  proved  that  the  inhabitants 
have  not  refased  to  concur  in  it  ;^-thi8  is  the  law. ' 
This  rate  is  illegal  on  the  face  of  it :  it  is  a  rate 
*  made  by  the  churchwardens^  but  not  in  vestry ; 
signed  only  by  the  vicar  and  churchwardens^  and 
the  vicar  has  not  been  examined.  A  notice  of  the 
calling  the  vestry  is  abs^ilutely  necessary ; — ^it  is  a 
proceeding  for  taxation  to  which  every  parishioner 
has  a  right  to  assent  or  to  dissent.  The  sumnK)n- 
ing  "  the  chiefs  of  the  parish*'  is  no  notice ;  they 
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have  not  proved  this  was  not  the  nature  of  the 
summons ; — and  it  lies  on  them  to  prove  the  no- 
tice^ they  might  have  called  persons  to  negative  the 
vrords  in  which  it  is  asserted  to  have  been  given. 
None  of  the  parish  prove  the  libel  of  the  church- 
wardens.— It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  look  nar- 
rowly into  rates  ; — ^it  is  high  time  that  these  irregu- 
lar  practices  should  be  corrected. 

Jenner  and  Phillimore  in  reply. 

The  circumstances  proved  are  such  as  raise  a 
strong  presumption  that  a  notice  was  regularly 
given  ;  it  lies  on  the  party  impugning  the  legality 
of  it  to  prove  that  the  notice  was  not  given  ;  if  the 
notice  summoned  the  ''  chiefs  of  the  parish^''  thjere 
is  nothing  in  such  an  expression  which  would  make 
it  illegal.  Chiefs  of  the  parish  may  mean  those 
who  were  entitled  to  vote.  Again  if  the  rate  was 
illegally  imposed  in  the  first  instance^  it  was  made 
good  by  the  vestries  of  the  6th  and  18th  of  April, 
1814,  in  both  of  which  meetings  the  accounts 
of  the  churchwardens  and  their  acts  in  the  conduct 
of  this  business  were  canvassed  and  approved 
of.  It  is  laid  down  by  Prideaux  (a)  that  if  the 
rate  be  illegally  imposed  without  the  parishioners* 
consent^  yet  if  the  rate  be  afterwards  assented  to, 
and  confirmed  by  the  majority  of  the  parishioners ; 
that  vrin  make  it  good.'*  No  objection  is  made  to 
the  rate  on  the  ground  of  its  being  exorbitant  or 
unnecessary.  The  churchwardens  have^  it  must 
be  admitted^  for  many  years  been  engaged  in  a 
most  meritorious  work.    The  objection  taken  is 
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1816.      the  more  ungracioiis  because  it  is  taken  by  a  pa- 
j^^  rishioner  who  occupies  one  of  the  best  pews  in  the 
^^^v^^    church ;  but  who  attempts  to  avail  himself  of  a  legal 
Cluttok    subtilty  to  escape  from  contributing  his  share  of 
Chxret.    payment  to  a  work  of  which  he  himself  has  reaped 
the  benefit. 
Judgment. 
Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  is  a  suit  brought  by  the  churchwardens  of 
Cuckfield^  to  recover  a  church  rate  from  John 
Peter  Cherry^  a  parishioner. 

It  is  pleaded  that  the  church  was  out  of  repair ; 
that  the  bishop  inspected  it^  and  directed  it  to  be 
repaired ;— that  the  parishioners  undertook  the  re- 
pairs^ and  a  faculty  was  obtained  in  1803 ; — and 
as  the  expenses  would  be  burthensome  the  repairs 
were  done  from  year  to  year^  to  lessen  the  bur- 
then : — one  of  the  churchwardens  was  continued 
in  office  to  carry  them  on. 

On  the  11th  of  Aprils  1813,  a  rate  was  duly 
made  at  a  vestry  regularly  held^  which  was  con* 
firmed  by  the  ordinary.  Cherry  was  assessed  at 
SL  Is.  Od.,  which  he  refuses  to  pay.  The  defence 
set  up  by  Cherry  in  plea  is^  not  that  the  repairs 
were  unnecessary ;  not  that  the  money  has  been  im- 
properly expended ;  not  that  the  rate  has  been  un- 
equally assessed ;  not  that  it  was  disapproved  of  by 
the  parishioners ;  but  that  it  was  made  at  a  vestry 
held  without  due  notice^  for  that  the  chiefi  of  the 
pariah  were  only  desired  to  meet  after  service ; — 
that  the  first  vestry  was  on  Saturday,  the  1 1th  of 
April,  and  that  the  subsequent  vestry,  at  which 
the  rate  is  stated  to  have  been  confirmed^  was 
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beld  withoQt  any  other  notice ;  and^  consequently^ 
that  the  rate  is  void  It  alleges  affirmatively  that 
the  notice  was  given^  and  that  it  was  not  a  suf* 
ficient  and  legal  notice.  This  allegation  was  giten 
I  presume  for  the  purpose  of  being  proved  (for 
whlit  other  purpose  b  an  allegation  ever  given  ?) 
yet  not  a  witness  has  been  examined  on  it.— The 
connsel  say  they  did  not  call  for  answers :  this  is 
strange :  but  if  so^  it  must  only  have  been  because 
the  allegations  of  the  other  side  were  sufficient 
answers.  The  answers^  however^  have  not  been 
read ;  and  therefore^  the  Court  must  presume  that 
they  do  not  prove  the  allegation.  * 

.  In  reply  to  an  allegation  of  John  Peter  Cherry 
a  further  allegation  exhibits  a  paper  pleading  it  to 
be  the  dfaft  of  the  original  notice ; — this  notice  is 
not  objectionable  in  point  of  form  according  to  the 
highest  notion  of  law.  The  parish  clerk  has  been  ex- 
amined ;  he  states  that  it  is  not  usual  to  make  entries 
in  the  vestry  book  of  notices ; — ^in  many  parishes 
within  my  own  knowledge  it  is  not  so ;  it  would  be 
more  r^^lar  if  it  was :  but  the  business  in  many  pa- 
rishes is  carried  on  by  persons  ignorant  of  forms. 
In  the  ve6[try  books  there  are  entries  expressive  of 
approbation  of  the  churchwardens*  accounts  which 
had  been  passed  at  two  successive  vestries ; — ^it, ap- 
pears that  they  were  often  considerably  in  advance 
for  the*  repairs ;  that  they  were  so  when  this  rate 
was  made^  and  that  it  was  made  by  the  majority  of 
the  parishioners. 

These  are  the  grounds  on  which  the  defendant 
has  refused  to  pay  this  rate :  he  does  not  set  up 
that  the  repairs  were  unnecessary;  nor  that  the 
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*TW^  vagantfy.    He  does  not  deny  that  the  parish  vras 
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fairiy  assessed^  or  that  the  assessment  was  not 
made  at  a  public  vestry  ; — he  does  not  deny  that 
Chxrrt.  some  notice  was  given,  qui  ponit  fatetur  ;  but  he 
has  resisted  payment,  and  invdived  the  parish  in 
this  suit  on  a  mere  point  of  form,  that  it  was  not 
such  a  notice  as  the  law  holds  necessary,  or  that 
there  is  not  strict  legal  proof  of  there  having  been 
a  notice.  Perhaps  in  this  I  am  giving  too  much 
credit  to  the  individual ;  even  this  was  probably  an 
afterthought ;  for  about  three  years  ago  it  appears 
that  he  and  bis  attorney  went  to  the  parish-clerk, 
who  was  then  in  prison,  and  questioned  him  closely 
whether  he  could  remember  the  particulars  of  this 
notice. 

In  the  first  place  I  am  yet  to  learn,  and  I  have 
called  upon  the  counsel  for  authority  on  this  pointj, 
and  they  have  not  brought  it,  and  it  goes  to  the 
very  foundation  of  their  case,  that  notice  mu»t  he 
given  of  the  q^ecific  purpoee  for  which  a  veBtty  is 
to  be  co/tedf;— it  may  be  fit  and  proper  if  any  thing 
peculiar  is  to  be  done,  and  the  parish  are  to  be  in- 
volved in  expenditure,  that  the  specific  purpose 
should  be  stated ; — it  may  be  highly  proper ; — lint 
a  distinction  is  to  be  taken  between  what  is  highly 
pn^er,  and  strictly  legal.  I  take  the  trae  princi- 
ple to  be  that  the  parish  ought  not  to  be  involved  in 
expenditure  without  its  pririty,  and  that  the  pariflAi 
ought  to  have  the  opportunity  of  seeing  that  the 
burthen  is  lairly  laid.  But  liere  the  faculty  had 
already  been  obtained ; — tbe  expence  had  been  in- 
curred ^-4t  is  not  pretended  that  there  was  any 
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in  this  nte  from  tbe  one  whicli  bad  been 
made  before  for  the  «a»e  purpose;— 4t  waft  as 
mnob  a  natter  4if  form  and  of  ooarse  in  the  oondi- 
nary  notice  of  biaiaeM  under  the  circanoatanises 
stated  as  could  weU  be  imagtned.-^For  such  Ji  pootf- 
pose^  I  am  not  fwrepared  to  say  that  e?en  such  a 
notkse  as  ivas  gii^en,  was  necessary.  I  do  not 
know  iheri;  Hie  form  of  tbe  notice  is  ola§«ctionabJle  in 
summoning  ''the  chiefs  of  the  parkif*  to  meet* 
Wh0  ape  <>be  chiefs }  they  must  be  the  persons 
who  ]iay  to  the  •chuncb-nste^  in  'Contradistincticm 
to  the  inferier  nemlbers  «f  their  fasniMes^  or  fer*< 
sons  otherwise  not  raited.  I€  so^  I  have  no  donbt 
tha(t  any  person  might  have  been  present  who  was 
entitled  to  ailtend ;— therefore^  I  ain  not  prepared  to 
say  under  the  circnmstaiices  ef  this  case  (to  which 
the  Conrt  nvst  be  vnderstood  to  limit  its  ob- 
aerfntions)  that  tlieve  was  net  a  sufficiency  e€ 
notice  Tespeotkig  <he  purposes  and  object  of  this 
TOstry. 

^Qt^  if  a  formsdi  notice  be  nocoMaiy^  as  has 
been  contended^  has  the  Court  any  vcpison  to 
donbt  that  such  a  iiotice  was*  given  i  Tbe  mn* 
swers  <6f  (iie  party  make  it  unnecessai^  to  pniM 
this  ;-~tfaey  admit  >thait  the  vestry  was  hAA,  ^-4hle 
party  states  ^  lie  i|as  beard  «nd  believes  eo/'  which 
is  hi  fhot  an  admission.  The  use  of  avisiwrs  m  to 
save  the  necessity  of  tsfking  evidence; — ^I  roust 
conclude  that  the  veiMry  was  held^  and  that  seme 
notice  was  given ;  for  be  will  not  ventuM  to  say 
be  dicfbelieves  iUiat  any  notioe  was  given :  be  be- 
lieves a  vestry  was  held,  and  that  at  that  vestry  a 
rate  was  made.    It  is  v«iy  true  that  if  notiting 
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was  done  at  that  vestry  but  what  appears  at  the 
head  of  the  rate,  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove 
other  circumstances.  But  it  is  not  unusual  to  re- 
solve at  a  vestry  that  a  rate  shall  be  made  by  the 
churchwardens;  not  that  the  rate  is  then  made. 
The  instrument  was  not  drawn  up  at  the  vestry  ; 
but  only  the  resolution  passed.  I  think  it  is  in 
proof  that  this  rate  was  made  at  the  vestry  of  the 
1  Ith  of  April. 

The  point  then  is,  whether  there  was  sufiicient 
notice  ?  I  think  the  fact  of  the  vestry  having^ 
been  held,  and  proceeding  to  business  furnishes  a 
presumption  that  it  was  rightly  called,  and  throws 
the  burthen  on  the  other  party  to  shew  that  the 
notice  was  not  given  ; — this  is  the  stronger  when 
the  pereon  has  not  acted  upon  this,  nor  taken  any 
objection  to  it  at  the  time,  or  given  any  notice  that 
be  wished  the  subject  to  be  discussed ; — he  lies  by 
for  two  or  three  years,  and  then  calls  upon  the 
churchwardens  to  prove  a  sufficient  notice  by  evi- 
dence. He  avers  a  negative,  and  a  negative  capa- 
ble of  proof;  but  he  examines,  as  I  have  already 
observed,  no  witnesses  to  prove  it.  At  the  end  of 
three  or  four  years  can  it  be  expected  that  the  wit- 
nesses should  recollect  an  exact  notice  ? — all  they 
Bwear  is  that  they  cannot  speak  positively.  A  copy 
ot  the  notice  is  produced ; — 1  am  not  to  believe 
this  is  fabricated  ;  and  the  vestry  clerk  says  that  it 
was  his  habit  to  send  such  notices,  though  he  can- 
not recollect  the  precise  notice.  He  apprehends  he 
did  send  a  written  notice  of  that  date,  and  that  it 
was  the  practice  of  the  churchwardens  to  direct  him 
to  send  such  notices. — There  is  no  evidence  what- 
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ever  on  the  other  side  to  shew  there  rras  no  such      }^i^' 
notice. — Even  if  there  had  been  any  informality^      Term. 


I  cannot  help  agreeing  with  the  counsel  for  the 
churchwardens  that  the  facts  which  afterwards  took  .  ^""®* 
place  must  be  held  to  have  confirmed  the  rate  ; —  Crsrat. 
for  the  parishioners  pay  it ; — they  receive  a  report 
upon  this  rate^  and  they  vote  their  thanks  to  the 
churchwardens  for  their  conduct. — I  think  this  con- 
duct would  confirm  the  rate. 

The  Court  has  been  cautioned  against  sanction- 
ing the  churchwardens  in  improper  expenditure^ 
and  in  raising  money  against  the  will  of  the  pa- 
rish. I  agree  with  the  observation :  but  never  was 
observation  more  inapplicable ;  never  were  persons 
who  proceeded  more  properly  and  regularly  than 
these  churchwardens  have  done.  The  Court  also 
is  to  be  cautious  not  to  suffer  the  whole  business 
of  the  parish  conducted^  as  it  necessarily  must 
be^  by  illiterate  persons^  and  persons  ignorant  of 
business,  to  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  high  le- 
gal notions  for  which  no  authority  has  been  pro- 
duced, and  by  requiring  strict  proof  of  forms  after 
the  lapse  of  three  years ; — this  would  be  to  throw 
every  thing  into  confusion^  and  to  encourage  liti- 
gation. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  libel  is  sufficiently 
proved,  and  I  pronounce  for  the  rate. — It  has 
been  usual  to  give  costs  in  these  cases^  unless 
there  is  strong  ground  to  justify  the  defendant. 
It  is  also  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  protect  the 
parish  officers  from  expence  unless  they  have 
acted  improperly,  and  to  repress  individuals  from 
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^w       ^^i^^rbin^   the  harnMMy  of  the  piriih  and  in- 
Tem^.      volrvhg  it  ilk  liUg%tion.^I  tbhik  I  should  stop 


short  of  my  duty  if  I  did  not  condemii  the  party 
^        in  tosts. 

ClffiltSY. 

Costs  given. 
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Leith  v.  Cliff. 


In  a  suit  brought  by  the  Ret*  Lockbart  Uilh,  l^y^S^^"" 

rector  of  South  Ockenden^  in  the  county  of  Essex^  wit  for  sub- 

againsi  John  Giff,  a  panahtoner,  and  inhabitant  tithes  it  is  not 

of  the  said  parish^  for  subtraction  of  tithes^   iM  sute^a^uc- 

27th  article  of  the  libel  pleaded  that,  ''  John  Cliff  |J',"Si^;^'^Ji 

from  the  year  1807,  and  until  the  present  time,  hath  bcspc^caily 

possessed  and  enjoyed  a  certain  mill  for  grinding 

corn  situate  upon  his  said  lands  and  premises  in  the 

said  parish  of  South  Ockenden^  containing  five    . 

pair  of  stones,  and  the  same  works  by  water  and 

also  by  wind ;  and  that  in  each  year  commencing 

at  and  from  the  2\)i\\  day  of  September,  1807,  and 

until  the  29th  of  September,  1813,  the  said  mill 

hath  produced  to  the  said  John  Cliff  after  all  ex- 

pences  and  out-goings  of  every  description  were 

paid  and  satisfied  the  clear  sum  of  4000/.,  3,500/. 

or  at  least  3,000/.;  and  the  tithe  thereof  accordingly 

was  and  is  due  to  the  Rev.  Lockhart  Leith.'* 

The  answer  of  John  Cliff  to'this  article  denied 
the  statement  in  the  same  words  in  which  it  was 
given ;  and  set  forth  generally  that  instead  of  a 
gain  there  was  a  loss  from  the  mill. 
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m^mI  -Arnold  and  Jenner,  in  objection  to  the  answers. 

Term.  The  party  must  set  forth  the  deductions  he 

^*'^*^^*^^     claims; — ^it  was  so  directed  on  a  plea  as  to  the 
ty.         net  profit^  when  the  answer  generally  denied  it  in 
Cunr.      Lagden  v.  Robinson  and  Green,  (a)  where  it  was 
stated  that  there  was  no  profit ;  but  farther  answer 
being  required  as  to  deductions,  they  were  after- 
wards set  forth  in  plea,  -and  tithe  to  the  amount  of 
652.  was  recovered. 
Per  Curiam. 

I  have  no  doubt  on  this  point ; — ^the  party  must 
set  forth  the  deductions  claimed, 

(a)  Lagden  v.  Robinson  and  Green^  CoDsiat.  London,  Joly 
10,  1807. 
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Jin  ^cfpeal  from  the  ConMtory  Court  of  lAandMff*      I8I6. 

Michmdmtti 
"■"— ~^  Dec.  2. 


This  was  an  appeal  bioaght  by  Edward  Btomell^  A  rector  heM 
of  the  parish  of  Newton  Nottage,  in  the  county  of  beea  let,  in 
Crlftmorgan,   against  the  Rev.  Richard  Jenkins^  the  sands 
rector  of  that  parish^  in  a  suit  for  subtraction  of  ^^ngamT 
tithes  which  had  been  decided  in  the  Censistory  ^^*  ^^^  ^ 

"^    Sentence  ot 

Coattof  Uaodafl;  on^ the  SSd of  December/ I814i  theCourtof 

Llandaff] 

lA  app^ived  from  the  proceedings  that  the  sfp«  vened. 
p^lbnt  hiui »  bay-fidd  o^  four  acres^  called  Shorts 
land^  out  of  which  there  had  been  for  many  yeari 
a  gate  into  the  public  road  :  but  in  1813^  he  re- 
moved this  gate,  and  filled  up  the  gateway  with  a 
wall,  and  determined  to  carry  his  hay  through  ai) 
adjoining  field  with  which  there  was  a  coinmunic&? 
thn  by  a  gap;--^in  pursuance  of  this  intentioB 
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when  the  hay  was  cut  and  made  into  grass  cocks, 
the  usual  s(ate  for  tithing,  he  gave  notice  to  the 
collector  of  the  tithes  foi^  the  rector  who  had  at- 
tended to  tithe  the  hay  that  it  was  to  be  carried 
through  the  adjoining  field.  The  rector  refused  to 
carry  it  by  the  new  way,  but  insisted  that  it  should 
go  through  the  old  gate,  and  sent  two  men  to  pull 
down  the  wall  which  had  been  erected  in  the  place 
of  the  gate; — this  attempt  was  successfully  resisted 
by  the  farmer,  and  the  tithe-bay  was  left  on  the 
ground,  where  it  rotted  ;-r-it  was  for  the  subtrac- 
tion of  this  tithe  that  the  suit  was  brought ;  and 
the  Court  of  Uandaff  decided  in  favour  of  the  rec- 
tor, and  held  that  the  tithe  had  been  subtracted ;  and 
condemned  the  defendant  in  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

It  appeared  in  the  course  of  this  cause  that  the 
witnesses  had  not  been  examined  upon  the  libel ; 
but  upon  interrogatories  or  designations  furnished 
to  the  examiner  by  the  proctor :— -and  that,  in  point 
of  fact,  they  had  never  seen  the  libel  they  were 
adduced  to  prove. 

The  amount  of  the  tithe  claimed  was  one  pound. 

Swah^  and  Jenner  for  the  rector 

Insisted  upon  his  right  to  take  his  tithes  by  the 
usual  and  accustomed  way  ; — ^and  argued  that  the 
obstruction  offered  on  the  present  occasion  clearly 
amounted  to  a  withholding  of  the  tithes ;  and  cited 
the  2  &  3  Ed.  VI.  c.  13.  (a) 

(a)  And  be  it  also  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that 
at  all  times  whatsoever,  and  as  often  as  the  said  predial  tithes 
shall  be  due,  and  at  the  tithing  time  of  the  same,  it  is  to  be 
lawful  to  every  party  to  whom  any  of  the  said  tithes  ought  to 
be  paid,  or  bis  deputy  or  serTant,  to- view  and  see  their  said 
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.     PhiUimore  and  Lushingtonfor  the  appellant 
Denied  that  the  rector  was  let  or  hindered  in  the 

r 

«eD8e  of  Ahe  statute  of  Edward  VI.  or  could  insist 
.upon  any  customary  or  fixed  way  by  which  he  was 
to  take  away  his  tithes  ; — the  way  by  which  he  was 
to  take  them  was  that  by  which  the  farmer  carried 
away  the  other  nine-tenths,  of  the  crop  ;  and  this 
.way  the  farmer  might  vary  from  time  to  time  as 
might  best  suit  his  convenience^  or  the  course  of 
agriculture  he  might  adopt  with  respect  to .  his 
farm. 
.    Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nichols.. 

This  is  a  proceeding  instituted  in  the  Consistory 
Court  of  Llandaff  by  the  Rev.  Richard  Jenkins, 
rector  of  Newton  Nottage,  against  Edward  Bur- 
netii a  farmer  and  parishioner^  for  the  subtraptioi) 
of  tidies.  .  The  Court  of  Llandaff  has  pronounced 
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tithes  to  be  ju&tly  and  traljr  set  forth,  and  serered  from  the 
niue  partly  and  the  same  quietly  to  take  and  cany  away  :  and 
if  any  person  carry  away  his  corn  or  haj,  or  his  other  predial 
tithes,  before  the  tithe  thereof  be  set  forth  ;  or  willingly  with- 
draw his  tithes  of  the  same-,  or  of  such  other  things  whereof 
predial  tithes  ought  to  be  paid  ;  or  do  stop  or  let  the  parson, 
vicar,  or  proprietor,  owner  or  other  their  deputies  or  farmers, 
to  Tiew,  take,  and  carry  away  their  tithes  as  Is  aforesaid ;  by 
reason  whereof  the  said  tithe  or  tenth  is  lost,  impaired,  or  hurt ; 
that  then  upon  doe  proof  thereof,  made  before  the  spiritual 
judge,  or  any  other  judge,  to  whom  heretofore  he  might  ha?e 
made  complaint ;  the  party  so  carrying  away,  withdrawing, 
letting,  or  stopping,  shall  pay  the  double  value  of  the  tenth,  or 
tithe  so  taken,  lost,  withdrawn,  or  carried  away,  oyer  and  be- 
sides the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  the  suit  in  the  same :  the 
tame  to  be  recovered  before  the  Ecclesiastical  Judge,  according 
to  the  king's  ecclesiastical  law. 
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for  the  value  of  the  tithes^  viz.  twenty  shilliiigs, 
and  costs. 

The  case  comes  on  here  on  the  same  evidefice 
as  in  the  Ckrart  below.  There  have  certainly  been 
irregularities  in  the  proceedings  of  the  inferior 
Court  ;^-^but  it  was  always  laid  down  by  my  prede- 
cessors that  this  Court  should  endeavour^  i«  the 
best  way  it  could,  te  get  -at  the  substantial  justice 
of .  the  case,  and  not  allow  either  party  to  be  iif" 
jured  by  the  irregularities  of  the  inferior  jurisdic- 
tion. 

The  libel  is  in  the  usual  general  form ; — my  alle- 
gation has  been  given  by  the  defendant ;  but  he 
has  put  in  his  answers,  and  on  them  witnesses  have 
been  examined ;  it  is  not  uncommon  in  the  country 
courts  to  consider  etiswevs  as  a  responsive  aHega^ 
Hon,  and  to  examioe  witnesses  upon  them.  The 
judge  had  heard  upon  the  admissibility  of  the  an- 
swers, and  each  party  seems  to  have  fully  under- 
stood the  real  point  at  issue  between  them. 

The  case  does  not  turn  on  any  question  of  right, 
or  quantity,  or  value,  or  setting  out  of  tithes ; — 
but  the  real  question  at  issue  is  whether  the  rector 
was  illegally  prevented  from  carrying  away  the 
tithes,  whether  he  was  "let  or  stopped"  in  the 
sense  of  the  statute  of  Edward  VI. ;  if  so,  double 
value  is  to  be  recovered.  The  case  turning  upoii 
this  point,  it  cert«dnly  would  have  been  more  regu- 
lar to  have  pleaded  the  facts  specially,  either  in  the 
original  libel,  or  in  additional  articles  after  the  an- 
swers were  put  in ; — ^bnt  this  is  not  done  :  a  strange 
proceeding  takes  place  called  a  designation  of  th^ 
witnesses : — i.  e.  the  proctors  on  each  side  set  dowj) 
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a  fall  statement  of  what  each  witness  can  say^ 
which  is  given  to  the  examiner  to  examine  by :  this 
is  a  very  irregular  and  dangerous  practice.  If  a 
case  depend  on  special  facts^  those  facts  should  be 
specially  pleaded;— the  party  may  then  object  if 
they  are  irrelevant^  and  the  witnesses  may  be  cross- 
examined  to  them.  It  is  only  by  this  mode  of  pro* 
ceeding  that  true  justice  can  be  got  at^  and  evi« 
dence  be  obtained  on  which  the  CSourt  can  rely. 
Designations  and  evidence  taken  on  them^  as  has 
been  done  here^  are  little  more  than  ex  parte  affi' 
davits. 

In  this  particular  case^  however^  there  seems 
little  doubt  as  to  the  facts  upon  the  general  result 
of  the  evidence : — ^the  Court  can  only  take  the  case 
as  it  finds  it ;  and  I  shall  now  proceed  to  examine 
its  merits. 

The  plaintiff  is  a  clergyman^  rector  of  Newton^ 
and  resides  there ;— the  defendant  is  a  farmer^  who 
occupies  twa  fields  abutting  on  the  road  leading 
from  Newton  to  Nottage^  another  village  in  the 
same  parish^  and  at  which  he  resides.  One  of 
these  fields^  that  nearest  to  Newton^  was,  in  the 
year  1813,  a  fellow  ;-^the  other,  that  nearest  to 
Nottage,  was  mowed  for  hay.  There  had  been 
gaps  from  each  of  these  two  fields  into  the  road, 
and  also  from  one  field  to  the  other.  In  the  course 
of  1813  the  farmer  stopped  up  the  gap  from  the 
hay-field  into  the  road,  walling  up  the  principal 
part  of  it,  about  two  thirds ; — and  filling  the  rest 
with  thorns.  In  this  situation  the  hay  was  made 
in  the  field  nearest  Nottage,  and  the  tithe  was  set 
out  on  the  20th  of  July :  there  being  thus  no  road 
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to  U  bat  tbro«g;h  the  fallow-field  ;--and  the  gate  m 
the  faUow-field  was  nearest  to  the  reudence  ef  the 
rector,  and  furthest  from  that  of  the  farmer.  A 
plaQ  has  been^  exhibited  by  which  this  is  rendered 
clear.  By  the  {dan  and  other  evidence  it  also 
im>pears  that  another  gateway  oat  of  the  bay-field 
into  the  road^  and  nearer  to  Newton^  bad  been 
stopped  up  by  a  former  tenant^  seventeen  or 
eighteen  years  before;  and  a  new  opening,  or 
gaAe-way,  was  then  made  nearer  to  Notlage,  and 
close  by  a  bouse  called  Shortlsiid  Cot  r-this  latter 
opening  was  the  g^p  already  stated  to  have  beett 
partly  walled  up  by  Bumell ;— whA.t  were  his  mo- 
tives in  doing  this  has  not  been  sbewn>"~it  might 
be  to  save  a  gate, — ^it  might  be  less  expensive  in 
fencing  ;-~the  fieM  being  near  the  highway,  il 
might  be  for  more  protection  against  trespass  by 
cattle  ;«-it  might  therefore  be  done  for  bis  more 
emimodioos  and  convenient  occupation  r**-tbere  ia 
nothing  to  shew  that  it  was  dooe  malieioudy  and 
vexatiously ;  *^t  must  have  occasioned  similar,  nay 
greater^  inconvenience  to  himself  in  carrying  away 
his  crops^  than  it  did  to  the  rector* 

On  the  £tith  of  July  the  tithes  were  set  out 
iZecs  states  be  was  present  when  the  farmer  shewed 
the  tithing  man  (he  way  be  was  to  carry  his  tithe 
by  the  gap  to  the  fallow  fields  and  so  to  the  road  9 
*-*the  tithing  man  raised  no  ol^ectioti^  but  said  it 
was  sufficient,  and  the  parUes  separated  in  perfisct 
good  humour.  The  ftnner  had  no  reason  to  ex« 
peet  any  dispute  about  the  way  :-~the  natter  wias 
communicated  to  the  rector^  who  consideved  be  had 
a  right,  and  insisted  on  the  exerdse  of  it ;  and 
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deterniiiied  to  go  thrangfa  the  gap  by  Shortiand 
Cot,  thoo^  the  otJier  was  the  unrest  my.    WU^ 
Uamss  hig  0Wti  witnew,  states  that  he  CMrdercd  him 
to  take  the  tithe,  and  to  eii4ier  the  fi^  at  the  old 
gap,  two4htrdd  4>f  which  were  walled  up.     He 
began,  therefore,  to  poll  down  tlie  etones;-^the 
fanner  came  op  and  desired  he  wonld  de8i6t>  and 
told  him  that  be  neant  to  carry  hia  own  hay  by  the 
ether  way  ;^the  witness  toid  this  to  the  parson, 
who  said  be  w^uld  go  by  the  gap,  and  no  other 
way  ;~he  came  to  the  spot,  and  the  former  shewed 
him  (be  other  way,  and  said  he  intended  to  take  his 
own  by  that  way.    The  witness  thinks  it  would 
have  been  easier  to  go  through  the  other  gap  than 
to  poll  down  the  stones.    The  rector  said,  ^'  Damn 
you,  you  rascal,  do  you  present  me  from  taking 
my  tithes?*'     To  this  the  former  i«faied,  ^No;" 
but  diewed  him  the  other  way.    The  rector,  how- 
ever, persisted.    On  a  question  being  put,  Wby 
be  W8C8  so  ill-aatured  wilb  his  parishioners,  be  said 
be  never  wa»  easy  but  when  quarrelling  with  them. 
This  is  the  account  giivtm  by  the  rector'a  own 
vntnais  ^^tbere  is  no  reason  to  doubt  his  truth  or 
accuracy  ;«-4iis  general  credit  is  established  by  the 
rector^B  liaving  produced  him  ;~he  ia  confirmed  by 
Odeman,  and  by  the  history  of  the  general  res 
gesla.    it  has  been  eodeowured  to  shew  thai  there 
WAS  no  siilBcient  gap,  by  which  it  coeU  be  oarried 
the  other  way :  but  this  appears  to  have  been  an 
after-lhougbt,  and  there  is  no  proof  «f  it  :;-^tfae 
utmost  that  arises  foom  tbe  evidence  on  tfaw  point  is, 
that  the  witnesses  had  not  observed  it.    It  is  proved 
by  others  that  it  had  been  used  before ;— the  farmer 
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carried  his  own  crop  that  way ;  it  was  not  the  j^und 
of  objection  taken  by  the  rector  at  the  time  :-*-be 
does  not  say^  I  cannot  go  that  way  because  it  is  an 
unfit  road; — th^  fallow  is  heavy,  and  my  horses 
are  weak ; — nothing  of  the  sort  is  suggested, — 
he  stands  on  bis  own  indisputable  right  to  go 
through  the  gap  by  Shorlland  Got,  and  insists 
upon  it  that  he  has  been  '^stopped  and  let/'  This 
is  an  extreme  right ;  and  to  establish  it,-  it  must  be 
made  out  that  this  was  a  stopping  and  letting  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  appears  in  evidence 
that  there  was  another  road  by  which  he  might 
have  carried  bis  tithe,  and  that  a  more  convenient 
road,  because  equally  good,  and  nearer  ; — and  he 
has  expended  several  hundred  pounds  to  establish 
this  right, — to  go  by  a  more  inconvenient  way.  In 
support  of  the  position  of  law  I  expected  some 
authority  in  point  to  be  adduced  in  which  it  was 
laid  down  that  if  a  farmer  had  once  made  an  open- 
ing, and  tithes  had  been  carried  through  it,  he  may 
not  afterwards  for  his  own  convenience  and  occu- 
pation shut  up  that  opening,  even  though  he  make 
another  through  which  the  rector  can  as  conve- 
niently carry  his  tithes.  Cases  have  been*  cited 
from  the  common  law  in  which  prohibitions  have 
been  refused,  to  shew  that  the  Court  may  detide 
on  the  way  by  which  the  parson  is  to  carry.  This 
Court  cannot  decide  on  a  strict  question  of  the 
right  of  way : — the  only  question  I  can  decide  is, 
whether  he  was  legally  obstructed.  It  is  laid  down 
by  Sir  Simon  Degge,(&)  that  if  the  owner  of  the 
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soil,  after  he  has  set  out  his  tithe,  shuts  up  the  way, 
it  is  no  good  setting  out : — but  here  there  is  no 
shutting  up  of  the  way ;— the  farmer  did  not  refuse 
to  allow  the  rector  to  carry  away  the  tithes,  this 
gap  was  stopped  up  before ; — there  was  another 
opening  equally  convenient,  through  which  the 
rector  was  invited,  and  through  which  the  farmer 
carried  his  own  crop.  How  can  any  court  of  justice 
hold  that  by  this  the  statute  was  violated  ?  But  it 
must  not  be  understood  by  this  that  the  farmer  may 
stop  a  way  convenient  to  the  parson,  if  he  open 
another  which  is  convenient  to  himself,  but  which 
may  be  very  inconvenient  to  the  parson,  especially 
if  it  be  done  with  a  vexatious  intention,  such  a 
proceeding  may  amount  to  an  absolute  obstruction, 
and  to  a  fraudulent  denial  of  tithe.  I  by  no  means 
lay  down  that  the  farmer  may  at  his  pleasure  stop 
up  a  gap,  and  subject  the  clergyman  to  unrea- 
sonable inconvenience.  This  is  not  a  case  of  that 
sort. 

Again,  if  the  rector  could  rest  his  case  on  an 
ancient  right  of  way,  (how  far  such  a  case  could 
be  tried  here  collaterally  I  do  not  say,)  yet  this 
opening  was  only  made  a  few  years  before ;— it  is 
shewn  by  several  of  the  witnesses  that  there  was 
an  older  way  than  this,  which  was  stopped  up  by 
a  former  tenant. 

The  grounds  on  which  the  Chancelld^  of  Llan- 
daff  decided  this  question  are  not  set  forth : — ^but 
he  called  for  informatioif  respecting  a  verdict  on  a 
trial  between  the  same  parties  at  the  great  Ses- 
sions at  Cardiff;— one  should  have  been  led^  there- 

fore^  to  expect  that  that  verdict  would  have  been 
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tbe  gmiDd  of  Mb  «eBrteiice :  but  k  is  exactly  Ibe 
contrary.  Tbe  t$8«e  appears  to  have  been  subsAan* 
liaHy  the  «ame  in  both  oases.  B«rndl  brought  an 
acttoD  for  damages  agaiast  the  neolorj  for  not  car^ 
Tying  BMmy  the  tttbes  wben  tfiey  vmn  ^set  oat.  Jen* 
iohis  pleaded  mot  guilty^  set  up  the  obstructkm  of 
the  legal  Mad»  aid  B«rMll  obtained  a  verdict. 
Tbe  ground  mwt  have  been  that  there  was  »o 
right  of  way^  and  tltat  the  neotor  was  «ot  A* 
sttticted.  I  am  cmtiMly  tof  the  samte  ^vpiMon ;  I 
Ifamk  tbe  nector  was  not  let  or  hindered  in  carryiiig 
away  his  tithes^  aad  tbat  he  had  a  fair  and  reaaoA* 
able  ofportnnity  of  carrying  (hem  away. 

On  these  grounds  I  reverse  the  sentence.  But 
jcerlaanly  a  further  cffliaideration  f emains^  «if  im- 
portance to  the  jufitice  of  thie  caae^-^that  of  costs. 
In  these  courts  it  has  always  been  held  that  costs 
aM  a  matter  of  disciietion^-*Ki)Ot  mf  capricious  dis* 
cretiaa,  but  according  to  the  jnat  consideration  «f 
all  the  circumstances.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court 
on  one  iwnd  to  protect  parties  in  the  fair  assertion 
of  thehr  just  and  kgal  rights;  ^nd  on  tbe  other  hand 
to  cheek  vexatious  litigatioa.  T^ke  Ckmrt  of  Appeal 
snust  ead»v4ttr  (o  pat  parties  in  the  aituatkm  in 
wihich  they  would  have  been  sf  theoonit  below  had 
d0ne  light.  It  appeans  that  tbe  nector  (han^ht  he 
had  a  legal  right; — though  the  case  in  some  <si  its 
parts  exhibits  a  JameataUe  instasioe  of  the  effect 
nf  ungiaiMrmihle  fasaian  :--*4ie  did  offer  afterwards 
to  Defer  the  matter  to  the  arbitration  of  two  nia« 
^gnMraites  befisre  tbe  4rial  at  Cardiff.  Hiis  was 
«£ased»  and  pieriiaps  pnsfienly,  4br  I  think  it  waa 
JMurdly  a  it  case  to  refer  to  magistratas^  i>ecBUse  a 
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right  was  set  up,  and  a  question  was  made  under 
the  statate  of  Edward  VL  But  I  cannot  consider 
the  defendant  as  not  subject  to  some  degree  of  re- 
prehension. It  is  laid  down  that, the  rector  may 
remove  obstruction  if  it  is  thrown  in  his  way : — 
this  may  not  be  the  most  adviseable  species  of*  re- 
medy ;  and  the  re<^r»  if  he  resort  to  it,  does  it  at 
his  own  risk  of  trespass,  if  he  is  wrong.  Burnell 
did  not  warn  the  rector  against  the  trespass,  and 
reserve  himself  for  his  l^al  remedy,  but  prevented 
the  pulling  down  of  his  fence  by  force : — ^if  both 
had  gone  on,  it  might  have  led  to  further  mischief, 
and  ended  in  violence  and  riot,  and  posdbly  in 
bloodshed ; — ^bnt  the  rector,  finding  him  resolved, 
sent  his  cart  away.  Burnell  is  also  not  averse  to 
legal  proceedings,  for  he  brought  a  suit  for  the 
small  damages  which  accrued,  and  put  the  rector 
to  the  expense  of  sixty  pounds'  costs,  when  the 
whole  question  might  have  been  determined  by  the 
suit  then  going  on  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court. 
Another  circumstance  weighs  still  more  with  me ; 
— he  not  only  refused  to  let  the  matter  be  settled, 
but  when  an  arbitration  was  offered,  he  said  he 
could  not  settle  it  without  consulting  the  other  pa- 
rishioners. I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  there  may 
not  be  questions  with  the  rector  which  the  pa*  p 
rishioners  may  agree  to  have  triM  by  one  of  them, 
but  I  cannot  make  out  that  this  is  a  case  of  that 
sort ; — this  is  not  a  general,  but  a  particular  ques- 
tion. I  think,  therefore,  there  is  some  appearance 
of  a  combination  among  the  parishioners. 

What  the  Court  of  Llandaff  ought  to  have  done  . 
would  have  been  to  have  dismissed  the  defendant. 
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iBiii.  bml  without  eosts^  or  rnlh  ranetliing  mwely  no-' 
j^f^^  mine  esq}ena0rum.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
sentence  hfiving  ptouounoed  for  the  tithes,  and  eon- 
demned  the  defendant  in  oosto^  he  was  driveti  to 
JuKivs.  the  neoessity  ieitber  of  ^)pealing  to  this  Courts  oi* 
submitting  to  injustiee.  I  think  him  on  that  ground 
entitled  to  hia  costs  in  this  Court 

I  therefojre  reverse  the  sentoQce^  and  dismiss  the 
cause  without  costs  in  the  court  below  ;-'^ut  I  con- 
demn the  respondent  in  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 
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John   WILLIAM   DUNN  instituted  a  «utt  Adultery 
against  Eliza  Pfeipps  Dunn^  his  wife,  for  a  divorce  ^  FulTfor  sepa- 
meriBA  et  toro,  by  reason  of  adultery.     It  appeared  ^Jl^fr^^Mt 
that  Mrs.  Dunn  eloped  from  her  husband  in  Octo-  ^^^^^j^^^* 
ber,  1815,  with  Mr.  Knightley  Musgrave  Qay ;—  band  such,  as 

to  bar  hini 

that  she  was  brought  back  by  her  mother,  and  re«  from  a  sen- 
conciled  to  her  husband  on  the  1st  of  November  fay^i" 
following ;  and  that  on  the  4th  of  December  in  tiie 
same  year  she  again  eloped  with  Mr.  Clay.  There 
was  sufficient  proof  of  the  adultery :  but  th^  point 
made  in  the  case  was,  that  Mr.  Dunn,  by  his  neg- 
ligence and  connivance,  had  barred  himself  from 
any  title  to  the  remedy  he  claimed.  Mr.  Clay^  who 
had  been  an  oflfcer  in  the  same  regiment  {the  9th 
Dragoons)  with  Mr.  Dunn,  had  been  in  habits  of 
intimacy  with  him  before  his  marriage,  and  after 
thUt  event  visited  frequently  at  his  house. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  articles  of  the  libel  pleaded, 
*'  Tliat  an  or  about  the  I6tk  day  of  October,  in  the 
said  year,  1915,  the  said  John  WiUiam  Dunn 
went  to  London,  accompanied  by  his  wife,  4ke  said 
BUza  Papps  Dunn,  to  ih€  hou$e  of  his  father,  Mr. 
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EmI*       •/oJbt  Dunn;  and  soon  after  their  arrival  there 

Term.       the  said  Eliza  Papps  Dunn,  in  the  absence  of  her 

said  husband,  quitted  the  said  house  in  a  hackney 

coach,  and  did  not  return  thereto.     7%at  the  said 

DwKir.       John  William  Dunn  being  greaily  surprised  and 

alarmed  at  the  sudden  disappearance  of  his  said 

ttife,  made  the  most  diligent  search  and  enquiry 

for  her,  and  at  length  found  she  had  left  London, 

but  was  unable  to  discover  to  what  place  she  had 

gone.    That  in  tlte  beginning  of  the  month  of  No* 

vember  following  Dorothy  Ann  Papps,  the  mother 

of  the  said  Eliza  Papps  Dunn,  having  received 

intelligence  that  the  said  Eliza  Papps  Dunn  was 

residing  at  St.  Omer^s,  in  France,  under  an  as^ 

sumed  name,  proceeded  thither,  where  she  found 

the  said  Eliza  Papps  Dunn,  and  the  said  Knight-^ 

Uy  Musgrave  Clay,  living  and  cohabiting  together 

as  man  and  wife,  and  passing  by  the ,  names  of 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Brown.  That  they  the  said  Knight^ 

ley  Musgrave  Clay  and  Eliza  Papps  Dunn,  during 

the  time  thty  so  lioed  together  as  aforesaid,  fre^ 

quently  slept  in  one  and  the  same  bed,  whereby  she 

the  said  Eliza  Papps  Dunn  committed  the  crime 

of  aduUery.     That  the  elopement  of  the  said  Eliza 

Papps  Dunn,  as  b^ore  pleaded,  was  represented 

to  the  said  John  William  Dunn,  and  eepecia^  by 

the  said  Dorothy  Ann  Pappe,  not  to  have  arisen 

,        from  any  criminal  connexion,  but  to  have  been  oe-> 

casioned  by  other  circumstances.     That  the  said 

John  William  Dunn,  fremg  deceived  by  such  false 

rq^resentations,  did,  upon  the  entreaty  of  the  said 

Dorothy  Ann  Papps,  consent  to  meet  her  and  the 

said  EUxa  Papps  Dunn  on  th^ir  landing  a(  Dover 
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from  France,  and  accordingly  met  them  there,  on 
or  about  the  1«<  cioy  of  November,  1815.  That 
ttjpon  such  meeting  taking  place  the  said  John 
WiUiam  Dunn,  being  entirely  ignorant  of  the 
adulterous  intercourse  which  had  taken  place  as 
before^  pleaded,  was  induced,  at  the  earnest,  en^ 
treaties  of  the  said  Dorothy  Ann  Papps  and  his 
said  wife,  (who  made  the  strongest  protestations 
of  innocence  as  to  any  adulterous  intercourse,  and 
expressed  great  contrition  for  her  misconduct  in 
quitting  her  said  husband,)  to  receive  her  back 
again;  and  they  then  returned  to  his  aforesaid 
house,  at  Ham  Common.'' 

Dorothy  Ann  Papps,  the  mother  of  Mrs.  Dnnn^ 
deposed,  "  That  she  was  at  the  house  of  John 
William  Dann,  Esq.  at  Ham  Common,  on  the  16th 
of  October,  1815 ; — that  on  the  morning  of  that 
day  John  William  Dunn  and  Eliza  Papps  Dunn 
left  their  house  to  visit  Mr.  John  Dunn,  his  father, 
in  Bedford-street,  Covent  Garden.  About  seven  or 
eight  o'clock  the  same  evening  J.  W.  Dunn  re- 
turned, accompanied  by  his  fether,  and  informed 
the  deponent  that  his  wife  had  quitted  his  father^s 

,  house  to  inquire  the  character  of  a  servant,  but  had 
not  returned  by  the  time  appointed  for  their  leaving 
town ;  and  that  he  had  been  to  every  house  where 
she  visited  in  London,  but  could  hot  find  her.  He 
was  greatly  agitated,  and  intimated  to  the  deponent 
his  apprehensions  that  she  was  gone  ofiT with  Knight* 
ley^Musgrave  Clay.  The  deponent  having  never 
before  heard  any  suspicion  of  an  improper  attach* 
ment  between  her  daughter  Dunn  and  Knightley 
Musgnve  Clay^  could  not  believe  that  there  waa 
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w\T.      any  feuAdaiion  for  th^se  appf dieneion?^  but  thongbt. 
Yerm.      ^^^  Eliza  Papps  Dunn  muat  have  been  detained  at 
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araie  friend's  bouse  beyond  the  tioie  for  retarnhig 
borne ;  9»d  she  therefore  left  Ha<n  thai  evening  and 
puMH.  came  to  London  in  search  of  h»,  accompanied  by 
Mr.  DuQn^  She  called  at  the  house  of  every  friend 
where  she  thought  it  likely  that  her  daughter  might 
be  found ;  but  could  not,  nor  could  her  husband 
gain  any  intelligence  of  ber^  until  about  a  week 
or  ten  days  afterwards,  when  a  letter  was  received 
from  her,  addressed  to  Diana  Andvews,  the  nmr- 
sery-maid,  who  had  charge  of  the  children  at  Ham 
Common.  The  purport  of  it  was  to  make  inquiries 
about  the  children,  and  to  desire  Diana  Andrews 
to  write  to  her  thereon,  and  it  stated  that  the  said 
Diana  Andrews  might  ascertain  how  to  direct  her 
letter  to  her  by  inquiring  at  Mr.  Mereweather's  in 
Marlborongh^street  She  accordingly  went  to  Mr. 
Mereweatber's ;  and  having  understood  that  he 
was  the  friend  of  the  said  Mc.  Clay,  but  a  stranger 
to  her  daughter,  the  deponent  asked  him  for  Mr. 
Oay's  address  instead  of  for  that  of  Mrs.  Dunn. 
Mr.  Mereweather  infiurmed  her,  that  the  onfy  adw 
dress  he  had  by  ^ich  to  write  to  Mr.  Clay,  was 
that  of  '  Mr.  Brown^  St  Chner^s,  France/  which 
he  gave  her  on  a  piece  of  paper,  but  he  did  not 
say  that  Mr.  Clay  was  passing  under  the  name  of 
Mr.  Brown.  The  deponent  communicated  thie 
address  to  Mr.  Dunn,  who,  thinking  it  lifcdy  that 
some  intelligence  of  his  wife  might  be  gained 
from  Mr*  Brown,  requested  the  deponent  to  go  to 
St.  Omer*s  to  him,  which  she  consented  to  do, 
and  immediately,  left  town  for  that  p^rpose.    Mr. 
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Dunn  accompAntted  her  to  Dover,  wbeire  he  re* 
timined,  and  she  iproceeded  alcme  to  St  OnderU 
She  arrtyed  diere  about  five  t^'dotk  itt  the  \sven*- 
iiig;,  and  stopped  at  an  hotels  the  name  of  which 
she  has  forgotten  4  She  inquired  at  the  hotel  for 
Mr.  Brown^  and  a  servant  shewed  her  to  his  lodg- 
ita^.  Oh  inijnhrhig  for  htm  there,  the  servant 
said  he  wte  at  dinner;— but  the  deponent  reph'ed 
that  she  was  a  friend  6f  his,  and  she  followed 
the  servant  into  the  dinner-roon^,  atad  found  Mr. 
Clay  and  EKia  Phppii  Dahn  at  dinner  together. 
The  deponent  reproaehed  them  with  their  condact, 
eatted  the  said  Rni^tley  Mttsgmte  Clay  a  villain, 
and  asked  htjt  daughter  how  she  eoald  think  of  hav- 
ing her  hatband  and  chMren.  In  reply  to  which 
Mr.  Cky  assured  her  that  he  meant  to  act  honour- 
ably towards  Mrs.  t>unn>  by  getting  a  divorce,  and 
then  marrying  her  {^-nind  Mrs.  Ditnn  said  nothing, 
but  barst  ifiid  tears.  The  d^poneht  Insisted  apDH 
her  daugiiter  retart^lng  to  fingtand  wfth  her,  which 
she  agreed  tb  dd  >-AAd  aceoWlingfy  left  the  n>5m 
with  ihe  deponent  to  padt  up  her  ^ings  1^  (hat 
purpose.  Mr.  Clay  expressed  hts  inteation  to 
leave  his  taid  lodgings  Kkewiire  ,*  and  aceoidhigly 
procedted  ftito  the  adjoining  room,  as  be  s&ld,  to 
pM:k  up  bill  dfects.  When  they  had  ilnisb^d 
pMking  up,  they  both  aetbmpani^d  the  dkponenl 
to  the  htttil  Where  ^fae  had  first  stepped  i  where, 
Hhe  galeb  of  ihe  town  hhifing  htm  by  that  time 
shnt,  diey  remained  that  night.  'Phe  deponent  awd 
her  daughter  slept  together,  and  on  the  following 
morning  Weht  together  in  a  pMt-thaise  to  Chlais, 
to  Which  plaee  th<?y  were  acconphnied  by  Mr.  Clay, 


Titm. 


it. 

DttRN. 


408 


GA8EI  DETfiRMIllBD   IK^  THE 


1817. 

Master* 

Term. 


Dunk 

DujfK. 


who  went  alone  in  another  port-chake :  bnt,  on 

their  arrival  at  Calais^    they  left  him^  and  the 

deponent  and  her  daughter  went  alone  together 

to  Dover.    The  deponent  was  so  well  pleased  at 

getting  her  daughter  to  return  with  her  to  England 

that  she  did  not  ask  her  any  questions  as  to  the 

circumstances  under  which  she  was  living  at  St. 

Omer's.     When  she  left  Dover  for  SL  dmer's, 

Mr.  Dunn  said  he  would  remain  there  until  her 

return ;  out  she  did  not  then  represent  to  him  that 

the  elopement  of  her  daughter  had  not  arisen  from 

any  criminal  connexion^  but  had  been  occasioned 

by  other  circumstances  as  articulate,  as  she  vras 

at  that  time  ignorant  of  the  circumstances  under 

which  such  elopement  had  taken  place';  nor  was 

it  in  consequence  of  any  such  representations  of 

the  deponent  that  the  said  J.  W.  Dunn  remained 

at  Dover ;  but  he  did  so  of  his  own  accord^  and 

he  requested  the  deponent  to  go  to  France  abne ; 

and,  if  she  succeeded  in  finding  Mrs.  Dunn,  to 

return  with  her  to  him  at  Dover.    The  deponent 

and  her  daughter  arrived  at  Dover  on  the  1st  of 

November,  1815.    As  the  boat  in  which  they  were 

approached  the/shore  from  the  packed  she  observed 

Mr.  Dunn  walking  on  the  beach.    The  said  Mrs. 

Dunn  left  the  boat  first,  and  immediately  went  up 

to  her  husband,  and  they  walked  away  together. 

The  deponent,  with  Major  Grant,  a  friend  of  Mr. 

Dunn's,  who  happened  to  come  to  England  in  the 

same  vessel,  followed  them  to  an  inn  at  Dover, 

which  she  thinks  is  called  The  Ship,  and  arrived 

there  about  a  quarter  of  an .  hour  after  they  had 

entered  the  same  together.    On  entering  the  inn 
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they  met  Mr.  Dunn  alone  in  the  passage ;  and  after 
some  general  conversation  Major  Grant  withdrew^ 
and  Mr.  Dann  then  said^  '  I  am  perfectly  satisfied 
with  what  EUza  has  told  me,  and  shall  ask  you  no 
questions;  it  has  made  me  very  happy;*  or  he 
expressed  himself  ia  words  to  that  very  effect^  as 
near  as  the  deponent^  in  the  agitated  state  of  mind 
in  which  she  then  was^  can  now  recollect  The 
deponent  is  nnable  to  depose^  whether  or  not^  upon 
this  occasion^  the  said  J.  W.  Dunn^  was  ignorant 
of  any  adulterous  intercourse  between  his  said  wife 
and  the  aforesaid  Knightley  Musgrave  Clay,  or 
whether  bhe  made  any  protestations  of  her  inno- 
cence thereof,  and  expressed  great  contrition  for 
her  misconduct  in  leaving  her  said  husband;  or 
whether  it  was -in  consequence  of  such  protesta- 
tions and  contrition  that  he  was  induced  to  receive 
her  back  again  as  articulate  ;  for,  after  expressing 
himself  satisfied  with  his  wife's  explanation,  the 
deponent  thought  it  as  unnecessary  as  unpleasant 
to  touch  upon  such  a  subject ; — ^but  she  says  that 
she  did  not  entreat  him  so  to  receive  her  back 
again ;  for,  however  grateful  she  might  feel  to- 
wards him  for  such  an  act,  and  however  desirous 
that  it  should  take  place,  she  should  not  have 
thought  hersdf  vmrranted  in  attempting  to  accom- 
plish it  by  any  entreaties  of  her's ;  nor  should  she 
have  widied  it  (o  take  place,  unless  at  his  own 
spontaneous  desire.  The  deponent,  and  Mr.  Dunn 
and  his  wife,  left  Dover  as  soon  after  their  arrival 
there  ad  the  horses  could  be  got  ready,  and  re- 
turned to  the  house  of  the  latter  at  Ham  Com- 
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1^17-  iBdMia  Mmy  Dmm,  (the  tiBttt  of  the  h«« 

TtfTffi.      band,)  swdre^  ^'  That  after  the  depaMure  of  Mr. 


Dann  and  Mra.  Papps  for  France^  she  reitiaihed 
^^  at  his  hoade  at  Ham  Coitiitien  for  four  or  fitB 
DvNXi  dHys  or  a  week ;  and  aliont  that  time  she  recfeiTed 
a  IcMer  from  her  brother  to  apprize  her  that  he 
bnd  bis  ift;ife  ifvoaM  be  at  home  on  the  foUowing 
day.  The  Aeponent  had  been  previbtisly  desired  by 
her  father,  in  the  ireni  of  Mrli.  Dann's  Muming 
honie>  tOxleavethe  hoase;  and  on  receipt  of  th6 
8*id  letter  ishe  accolrdingly  did  so,  and  fetttmed 
heme  to  her  iathet*^  She  is,  therefore,  unable  to 
depose  what  were  the  represealations  mAA6  to  hef 
brother  oti  the  snbject  of  his  wife's  eh)penient  by 
Mrs.  Papps,  or  what  were  the  proU»tations  of  in^- 
nocence  made  to  him  by  his  wife>  or  what  wtts  the 
con^et  fidopted  by  him  in  eonseqnence  lbereof> 
except  that  in  the  letter  received  by  her,  (the  de^ 
potient,}  he  hientioned  that  hie  wijh  ^6M  inH^weni  I 
and  he  afterwards  assered  the  deponent  that  she 
IMS  so ;  bel  ilk  What  terms  she  tamiot  notlr  retol* 
lect,  as  the  deponent  said  t^ry  little  td  him  On  the 
subject^  aikd  wished^  frbm  its  nnpldasantness,  to 
flbriTe  it  flrom  her  nlind  as  well  as  from  his  ab  ilioeh 
as  poisible^  She  has  sfaeM^e  borAt  ihe  letter  rt^ 
ceited  from  her  brbther  t  but  she  thinks  iht  call 
recollect  the  contents,  as  th^  were  very  shofk 
They  w^re,  '  Dear  IsAhMa^  I  have  Jhmd  her^ 
and  she  is  innocent :  we  shall  be  home  to-miomw* 
Your%  affktUdnatefy^  J.  W.  l>mnn ;'  or  to  that 
ellfect." 

Lnshingt&n  and  Meyrickjbr  Mr.  DunH. 

Swabey  and  Jenner  contra. 
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The  marriige  took  place  on  May  15^  1813 :  the 
paarties  cohabited  at  different  pbces,  and  had  two 
ehildren .  The  hnsband  wa«  an  officer  in  the  army :  Dvnt. 
he  had  an  iotiinate  friend  Mt*  Clay^  an  officer  in 
the  game  regiment^  who  resided  with  his  moihor  at 
Ham  Common.  The  adultery  is  charged  with  faidi ; 
and  it  is  fatly  proved.  Mrs.  Dann  twite  etep^ 
with  him« 

But  the  material  ftnvA  is  whether  iht  husband 
is  eatitled  to  relief  under  tfa^  cirennistances  stated 
in  the  e?idefice«  Adultery  fo^?en  is  n6  g^und 
of  separation-MK>Bdonation  bars  oeBAened ;  but  tat 
necessarily  where  there  is  subsequent  aduHery, 
though  it  wiH  induce  the  Court  to  look  with  pwti* 
cular  jealousy  into  the  case }  for  if  the  adultery  is 
forgiven  with  such  eitrenle  facility  as  to  shew  no 
sense  of  injury^  aad  no  ean  is  ttken  to  pre?ent  it 
from  happening  agai*^  then  iht  husbafid  has  no 
gromd  of  cmsjpMnt^  fDr  be  has  enoouragedl  the 
irfvlteryby  bi»  ceifdiietj  t*lmti  nanfttinjuTid: 
sMd  Courts  aHowtng  sieb  facility,  inostead  «f  being 
the  guardiim#  of  itforality  effcountgte  eofviiptM. 
OS  l«th  Ost.  I8ll^,  tlMT  htfslkiflA  arid  trilt»  wtetfl  to 
town ;  she  goes  Mit  6ii  Mnie  pMlenoie,  and  chMfe 
not  return  ;-^lie  goes  baek  to  Ham  Common,  it 
does  not  npp^ar  that  he  hod  then^  known  of  the 
Sidiultery  j  but  hd  intfmsited  bis  npprdfeensions  thttt 
his  wife  had  gone  ^  with  C^y.  SofpMhing,  there*' 
for«^  mosthav^  hftppenekl  whieh  he  hodobsenred 
to  lead  bn  mind  ib  Ibhr  suspicion*  A  ^eek  or  ten 
iiays  i^rw«rdi  the  nurse  receiver  a  letter  flom 
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1817.  her^  telling  her  how  she  might  learn  where  to  ad« 
j^erm.  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^J  iQ<liiinog  at  a  place  named  in  London, 
^^^'v-w  The  mother  goes; — finds  the  person  mentioned^ 
^^  whose  name  was  Mereweather.  She  asks  for  the 
DcNir.  address^  not  of  Mrs..  Dunn^  but  of  Clay ;  it  is  g^ven 
to  Mr.  Brown,  at  St.  Omer^a.  She  commanicates 
this  to  the  husband.  He  desires  her  to  go  to  St. 
Omer*s ; — she  goes ; — ^he  goes  to  Dover,  and  waits 
there  ;-4he  mother  finds  her  daughter  living  with 
Chy  ; — ^they  then  come  to  Calais ; — ^Clay  remains 
there ;— the  mother^  and  daughter  return  ;— the 
husband  receives  her  at  Dover ; — ^he  could  not  but 
know  that  she  had  been  living  in  adultery  with 
Clay.  The  mother  says  when  she  left  the  bus* 
band  at  Dover  he  said  he  would  remain  there^  of 
his  own  accord^  not  at  any  suggestion  of  hers ;  he 
desired  her  to  go,  and  if  she  found  his  wife  to 
bring  her  to  Dover.  As  the  boat  approached  the 
shore,  they  saw  him  walking  on  the  beach.  The 
wife  left  the  boat,  went  to  the  husband,  and  they 
walked  away  together:  the  mother  and  Mi^or 
Grant  followed  them  to  the  Ship  Inn ;-— they  came 
a  quarter  of  an  hour  after  them ;-— they  met  the 
husband  in  the  passage ; — ^he  addressed  her,  and 
said  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  vnth  what  Elisa  has 
told  me;— I  shall  ask  you  no  questions; — ^it  has 
made  me  very  happy.  The  mother  does  not  know 
whether  he  was  ignorant  of  the  adultery,  or  that 
the  wife  made  protestations  of  her  innocence :  for, 
after  his  professing  himself  satisfied,  she  thought  it 
unnecessary  to  touch  on  the  subject.  The  mother 
did  not  intreat  him  to  receive  his  wife.  She  should 
not  have  thought  herself  justified  in  using  her  en- 
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deafoars  for  that  purpose^  if  it  had  not  been  his  own 
spontaneous  desire.  Major  Grant  saw  the  mother 
and  daughter  with  Clay  at  Calais ;  came  with  the 
mother  and  daughter.  The  husband  was  walking 
in  agitation  on  the  shore ;  hitf  wife  went  to  him^ 
and  they  walked  off  together. 

Here  the  husband  is  not  receiting  entreaties^ 
contrition^  or  explanation  ;  but  his  conduct  is  that 
of  a  husband  affectionately  receiving  a  virtuous 
wife  ;--such  would  shew  'agitation  when  she  ap- 
proached ;  there  is  no  mark  c»f  a  husband  sensible 
of  injury.  He  asks  no  question  of  the  mother^  says 
not  only  that  he  is  satisfied,  but  that  he  is  made 
happy  :  there  must  have  been  some  new  arrange- 
ment mentioned  to  him  which  caused  this.  It  has 
been  pleaded  that  the  mother  having  received  intel-. 
ligence,  went  to  St  Omer's,  and  found  her  daugh- 
ter  and  Clay  cohabiting  as  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Brown, 
as  if  it  was  a  discovery  of  the  mother's,  whereas  it 
appears  that  he  was  told  the  way  to  find  her  was, 
to  address  Clay  as  Mr.  Brown,  at  St.  Omer's ;— fAaC 
he  was  deceived  by  false  representatums,  and  on 
the  entreaty  of  the  mother  received  her.  This  is 
all  false.  That  he  was  entirely  ignorant  of  the 
aduUery,  though  he  knew  she  had  eloped  with 
Chy,  had  suspected  her  before ;  and  she  was  found 
living  with  him.  That  she  protested  her  innocence, 
and  entreated  him  to  receive  her.  If  this  had 
been  proved,  condonation  under  such  circumstances 
would  not  bar  subsequent  adultery ;-— but  none  of 
these  allegations  are-proved. 

The  very  circumstance  of  setting  up  a  false  case 
before  the  Court  warrants  every  suspicion  ; — there 
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181T.       II  na  trace  ef  any  contrition  ; — of  any  injunctiori  of 
gv^,^      the  husband's  in  the  way  of  caution  against  re« 


newing  the  correspondence  with  Clay.  He  sng- 
gfsts  and  writes  to  his  sister  that  she  is  innocent ; 
]>vNif«  }t  is  impossiMe  he  could  have  believed  her  inno- 
cent ;  his  sister  did  not ;  hip  ftth»  did  not,  for  he 
re^uimd  the.  sister  to  quit  the  house  when  she  re- 
turned. Three  days  afterwards  she  told  the  ser- 
mats  she  had  been  living  at  St.  Ooier's  with  Clay; 
--^he  dad  net  pretend  innocence  ;--Hshe  tells  tbis^  as 
i<  should  appear,  without  any  inducement.  Clay 
returned  to  London  ;~-it  does  not  appear  what 
caution  was  used,  except  that  her  mother  was 
living  there  ;*^there  must  have  been  a  communi-^ 
cation  and  a  plan  laid  ;~witlHn  five  weeks  Clay 
comes  with  a  chaise  to  the  neighbourhood,  and 
they  go  off  again ; — ^there  is  something  clandes- 
tine ;  but  it  must  be  to  deceive  the  mother ;— no- 
thing appears  that  the  husband  did ;  he  might  be 
furthering  the  plan  and  giving  it  all  facility.  They 
go  off,  intending  to  go  to  Scotland  by  water,  then 
by  land ;— they  go  to  Lincoln,  she  scarcely  conceals 
herself ; — she  goes  to  Birmingham  where  her  hus- 
band had  gone  on  military  service  ;-'-€omes  to  Lon* 
d<m;— *wrjtes  letters.  It  does  not  appear  that  she 
had  any  interview  with  het  husband,  rather  the 
contrary.  She  states  that  his  father  would  throw 
her  off  if  he  took  her  again,  not  shewing  any  gMit 
apprehension  of  her  husband. 

Thete  was  a  suit  at  common  law,  but  no  de«' 
fence ; — ^no  suit  here  for  nearly  six  months ; — yet 
no  appearance  of  any  difficulty  in  finding  her  ;-^no 

defence  to  the  suit  except  by  the  counsel  stating 
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as  honourable  men  the  difficulties  which  arise ; —       I8i7. 
the  suit  may  be  coOusion.  Term. 
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The  mother  says  her  daughter  told  her  at  St. 
Omer's  she  should  get  a  divorce^  and  Clay  would 
marry  her ; — ^it  is  not  proved  that  this  plan  was  Dunn. 
coiiiBiiiQiciite^  to  the  hu6hand>  an4  was  what  made 
him  happy  ;  but  it  renders  the  Court  more  jealous ; 
whether  this  led  to  the  intended  journey  to  Scotland 
to  get  a  divorce  more  easily  ; — to  the  suit  without 
defence.  All  this  makes  the  Court  jealous  lest  it 
should  be  made  a  party  to  a  plan  of  the  parties 
to  get  a  divorce  to  marry  the  adulterer.  But  I  do 
not  decide  on  this  ground  but  on  the  total  failure  of 
proof  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  articles,  pleading  the 
husband's  ignorance  of  the  adultery,  the  contrition 
of  the  wife,  and  the  inducements  used  to  persuade 
him  to  receive  her. 

On  the  whole  I  am  so  little  satisfied ; — and  the 
husband  comes  before  the  Court  so  little  entitled 
to  cast  off  his  wife,  that  I  shall  leave  him  to 
the  superior  Court  for  his  remedy,— pronounce 
that  he  has  failed  in  proof,— and  dismiss  his  wife 
from  this  suit. 


^f^^*^^P^W 
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T^rm^  MeTHUEN  V.  MeTUUEN. 

June  23. 


Acodica  Tiiv  Paul  COBB  METHUEN,  of  Corsham  Hall,  in 

InJSLr^'Jodi.  ^^^  ^^^"*y  ^^  ^"*^®'  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  September, 
ciiofasubse-  |816,  leavinff  four  sons  and  four  daughters.   Of 

aaent  date,      ^,       ,        ,       ^  ,      ,  ,    * 

iiere  bein^o  tbe  daughters  two  were  single,  and  one  was  mar- 

oFr'i^^Uon  f^^d  to  ^^e  Honourable  General  De  Gray,  and 

IH^i^     another  to  Lord  Edward  O'Bryen.    The  following 

testamentary  papers  were  found : — - 

A  will  dated  12th  of  October,  1809. 

A  codicil  dated  14th  of  April,  1812. 

A  codica  dated  10th  of  May,  1813. 

A  codicil  dated  1st  of  April,  1815. 

The  only  question  in  the  case  was  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  codicil  of  10th  of  May,  1813. 
This  codicil  was  propounded  by  the  widow  of 
the  deceased  who  was  the  universal  legatee  for 
life  named  in  it,  and  opposed  by  Mr.  Paul  Me- 
thuen  the  eldest  son  of  the  deceased ;   and  the 
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residuary  legatee  named  in  the  will^  who  prayed      1817. 
probate  of  the  will  and  the  other  codicils: — the       y^^f 
ground  of  opposition  to  the  codicil  in  question    ^-^"v^^ 
was,  that  it  had  been  Virtually  cancelled  by  a  co-       ^«^^ 
dtcil  of  a  subsebuent  date,  viz.  that  of  the  1st  of   Mkthuszt. 
April,  1815. 
The  two  codicils  were  as  follows : — 

^*  A  codicil  to  be  annexed  to  the  last  will 
"  and  testament  of  me«  Paul  Cobb  Methuen, 
^'  of  Corsham  House,  in  the  county  of  Wilts, 
^'  Esquire,  which  will  bears  date  the  twelfth 
^'  day  of  October,  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
^'  and  nine. 

^'  Whereas,  I  the  said  Paul  Cobb  Methuen, 
have,  in  and  by  my  said  will,  with  respect 
to  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  pounds,  the 
money  by  my  marriage  settlement  stipulated 
to  be  set  apart  as  the  portions  of  my  younger 
''  children,  directed'  that  the  same  should  be 
*'  equally  divided  between  such  of  my  daugh- 
ters as  shall  be  living  at  my  decease  (ex- 
cept my  eldest  daughter  now  the  wife  of 
Lieutenant  General  De  Grey)  and  I  have 
also  by    my    said  will   directed  Frederic 
^'  Lord  Boston,  and  Sir  Thomas  Gooch,  Ba- 
''  ronet,  trustees,  in  my  said  will  named,  to 
raise  out  of  my  personal  estate  and  effects, 
after  payment  of  my  funeral  expences,  debts, 
and  legacies,  the  sum  of  six  thousand  pounds, 
''  In  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  all  and  every 
my  daughter  and  daughters  lawfully  begot- 
ten   or  to  be  begotten  (except  my    said 
eldest  daughter  Matilda  De  Grey)  who  shall 
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be  living  at  the  tiibe  <i  my  deeeai e  or  bom 
afterwards  in  equal  shares  if  more  than  one ; 
and  if  bkt  one  to  such. only  4augfct^  at  the 
days  aa4  tMies  tbeireinmentioned.  And  1 
did  ako  in  and  by  my  said  will  furtber  di- 
rect that  the  interest  and  dividends  of  the 
said  sum  of  six  thousand  pounds  should  be 
by  the  trustees  in  my  said  wiU  named  ap- 
plied for  and  towards  the  maintenance,  edu- 
cation^ and  benefit  of  my  said  daughters 
until  their  respectire  portions  became  pay- 
able* >  Now  in  addition  to  and  for  a  further 
provision  for  my  daughters  Gertrude  Grace^ 
Cbtberine  Matilda^  slnd  Ceeiiia  Penelope 
Methuen^  and  also  for  ay  said  daughter 
Matilda  De  Grey,  and  likewise  as  and  for 
a  further  provision  for  my  dear  wife  Matilda 
Methuen,  I  do  hereby  farther  direct  the 
said  Frederic  Lord  Boston  and  Sir  Tho- 
mas Gooch  to  raise  out  of  my  said  personal 
estate  and  effects,  after  payment  i£  my  fu- 
neral expences,  debts,  legacies,  the  further 
sum  of  twelve  thousand  pounds  of  lawful 
money  current  in  Great  Britain,  within  eight 
months  next  after  my  decease,  and  to  pay 
and  apply  the  said  sum  of  twelve  thousand 
pounds  unto  my  said  wife,  whose  receipt 
ahall  be  a  discharge  for  the  same ;  which 
said  sum  of  twelve  thousand  pounds  so  to 
be  further  raised  as  aforesaid  I  do  hereby 
give  and  bequeath  unto  my  said  wife,  upon 
trust  that  my  said  dear  wife  do  and  shall 
place  out  the  same  at  interest  on  government 
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sliidl  9ppjpovej  aod:  toke  and  f^eiva  the  in-  '   'pcrm- 
tere^t  aqd  divideiwis  Ijb^reof  from  \m»  to  time    '"^'^^^^ 
«»the«iii»8haU]»cQin«dafaM  payable,  to   ^^'<" 
''wA  fof  ber  own  proper  use  ap4  benefit.   K^i»w. 
And  upon  tbj»  fm^tb(er  trust  and  i^ofifidence 
tb^i  immedwtf  ly  upoa  ainl  after  tb^  decease 
of  roy  mid  wif?^  the  sajd  pruM^ipal  sum  of 
twelve  thoaaaiid  poui^d^,  a^d  aU  u^erest  and 
dividends  due  thereoB^  «li»U  be  paid  and 
''  applied  uofc9  Md  amongst  aH  and  every  my 
''  said  four  daugbterv  Gerir^e  Graces  Cathe- 
"^riqe  Matilda^   Cecilia  Peoelope  Methuen^ 
''  and  MsAilda  De  Grey^  in  sncb  shares  and 
^\  proportions^  and  at  snob  time  and  times^ 
as  sbfij  my  said  wife^ .  shall  by  any  deed  or 
deeds^  vrilins  or  writings^  to  be  by  her 
duly  exfcated  and  credibly  attested^  or  by 
'^  ber  last  will  and  testwient  in  writing,  or 
any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto  U>  be  e;cecuted 
nnd  attested  m  aforesaid^  shall  give^  direct/ 
^  and  appoint  the  same.    Provided  neverthe- 
less that  the  portion  c^  portions  so  to  be 
givenj  directed*  9xui  appointed  by  my  said 
wife  as  aforewd,  «h«ll  be  the  s^  property  of 
my  said  sevemi  daogbte^fj  and  iijMiependeiit 
of  any  of  their  husband  w  bnsbandsj  and 
her  or  tbeir  receipt  or  receipts  ajoae  sbaU 
be  a  sufficient  discharge  or  discharges  for 
the  same ;  and  also  npoo  this  further  condi- 
ditionj  that  on  the  decease  or  deceases  of 
''  aH  or  any  of  my  said  daughters  without 
'' leaving  legal  issue^  then  and  immediately 
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^'  after  such  her  or  their  decease  or  deceases 
''  the  share  or  shares  of  her  or  them  as  afore- 
said shall  be  paid  and  applied  unto  my  eld- 
est son  Paul  Methuen^  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns ;  and  in  case  all  or 
any  of  my  said  four  daughters  shall  happen 
to  die  before  my  said  wife,  then  and  in  such 
case  upon  trust  that  the  share  of  her  or 
them  so  dying  in  the  life-time  of  my  said 
*'  wife  as  aforesaid,  shall  devolve  to  and  be 
''  paid  and  applied  unto  my  said  eldest  son 
''  Paul  Methuen,   his  executors,  administra* 
^'  tors  and  assigns.    In  witness  whereof  I  have 
'^  to  this  my  codicil  contained  in  two  sheets  of 
paper,  set  my  hand  and  seal,  (that  is  to  say, 
my  seal  to  the  ribbon  which  affixes  the  same 
together,  and  my  hand  at  the  bottom  of  the 
^'  first  sheet  thereof,  and  my  hand  and  seal  to 
'^  this  second  and  last  sheet  thereof,)  this  ipth 
day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  One 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirteen. 

^'  Paul  Cobb  Methuen,  L.  S. 
Signed,  sealed,  published  and  declared, 
by  the  said  Paul  Cobb  Methuen,  as  and 
^'  for  a  codicil  to  his  last  will  and  testar 
'^  ment,  in  the  presence  of  us,  who  have 
'^  hereunto  subscribed  our  names  as  wit- 
nesses thereto  in  his  presence^  and  in 
the  presence  of  each  other, 

''  John  Merewether,  Attorney,  Calne. 
''  Anthony  Cooper,  butler  to  testator. 
''  William  Eadie,  footman  to  Mr.  Paul 
Methuen." 
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'^  A  codicil  to  be  annexed  to  the  last  will 
and  testainent  of  me  Paul  Cobb  Methuen, 
of  Corsham  House^  in  the  county  of  Wilts, 
Esqnire/  which  will  bears  date  the  twelfth 
day  of  October^  One  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  nine. 

''  Whereas  1,  the  said  Paul  Cobb  Methuen, 
in  and  by  my  said  will^  with  respect  to  the 
sum  of  fifteen  thousand  pounds^  the  money 
by  my  marriage  settlement  stipulated  to  be 
raised  for  the  portions  of  my  younger  child- 
ren^ and  disposed  of  by  me  as  1  should  by 
deed  or  will  direct  or  appoint^  have  directed 
and  appointed  that  the  same  should  be 
equally  divided  between  such  of  my  daugh- 
ters (my  son  being  otherwise  provided  for) 
as  should  be  living  at  ihe  time  of  my  de- 
cease^ (except  my  eldest  daughter  Matilda, 
now  the  wife  of  Lieut  Gen.  De  Grey.) 
And  whereas  I  have  by  my  said  will  also 
directed  the  Rt.  Hon.  Frederic  Lord  Bos- 
toa  and  Sir  Thomas  Goocli,  Bart,  trustees 
in  my  said  will  named^  to  raise  out  of  my 
personal  estate  and  effects^  after  payment 
of  my  funeral  expenses^  debts^  and  legacies, 
the  sum  of  six  thousand  pounds,  in  trust  to 
pay  the  same  to  all  and  every  my  daughter 
and  daughters^  lawfully  begotten,  or  to  be 
begotten^  (except  the  said  Matilda  De  Grey^) 
who  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  my  de- 
cease, or  born  afterwards^  in  equal  shares,  (if 
more  than  one,  and  if  but  one  to  such  only 
daughter,)  at  the  days  ^nd  times  therein 
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"  fiientioned ;  and  I  did  alio  in  and  by  my  said 
^'  will  further  direct  thttt  the  iftter^st  and  divi- 
^  dends  of  fbe  Gfaid  sOiti  of  silt  thOttsdnd  pounds 
shodld  be  by  my  trustees  in  my  said  will 
named  applied  for  aitd  towards  the  mainte- 
nance^ education^  and  benefit^  of  my  said 
*^  daughters^   until  their  respective   portions 
should  becotne  payable.    And  whereas  since 
m^king^my  said  will^  and  by  a  certain  inden- 
'^  thre  of  demise  bea^itig  date  the  81st  day  of 
*^  Mafch  last,  made  or  mentioned  to  be  made 
''  between  me  the  said  Paul  Cobb  Methuen, 
**  of  the  first  part ;  and  one  of  my  said  daugh- 
^'  ters,  namely^  Gertrude  Grace  Metfauen^  of 
the  second  part;   the  Rt.  Hon.  Edward 
O'BryeUj    commonly  caUed  Lord  Edward 
'^  O'Bryeifi,  of  the  third  part ;  and  Lord  James 
''  O'Bryeh,   Qiftn    Wilson,   Esq.   the  Rev. 
Thomas  Anthotiy  Methuefa,  tind  Jdhn  An- 
drew Methueh,  Esq.,  therein  more  particu- 
larly described,  of  the  fourth  part ;  in  con- 
templation of  a  marriage  intended  to  be 
shortly  had  and  solemnized  between  the  said 
Lord  Edward  O'Biyett  and  my  said  daugh- 
''  ter  the  said  Gertrude  Grace  Methueh  se- 
ctored and  assured  as  and  for  a  marriage- 
portion   for  my   said   daughter   Gertrude 
**  Grace  Methuen,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand 
''  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain, 
**'t6  be  paid  Lord  James  O'Bryen,    Giffin 
'*  Wilson,  Thomas  Anthony  Methuen,   and 
' ''  J6hh  Andrew  Methuen,  their  executors^  ad- 
^'  ministratork,  and  assigns,  upon  and  under. 
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and  snbjeet  to  the  sererdl  trueta,  proviMS^'Con-  1M7. 
4Kioiis>  and  tgreeoients^  ta  are  newtioned^  T^-m. 
expressed^  and  declared  in  and  by  a  certain 
indenture  of  settlement  bearing  even  date 
^'  iNUth  the  said  xeciled  indeatare  of  demise^  Usauusuu 
*'  and  made  or  mentioned  to  be  made  between 
""  the  said  Lord  Edward  CTBryert  6f  (be  first 
part;  I^  the laid  PavlCobb  Meibnen  and 
my  said  daughter  Gertrude  Graoe  Methuen^ 
''  of  the  second  fMHrt ;  and  the  said  Lord 
''James  0'Bry«a,  Oiffin  Wibon,  Thomas 
''  Anthony  Methaea^  a»d  John  Andrew  Me- 
''  thaen  of  tbe  third  part.  Now  I,  tiie  said 
Paul  Gobb  Methuen^  in  consideration  of 
such  provision  so  made  to  and  for  my  said 
daughter  iirertnide  Grace  Methuea,  ^  here- 
''  by  revoke,  annul,  i^nd  vkdod  void  the  said 
directioa  and  appoiaAmalit  so  by  me  before 
made  in  and  by  my  said  wiH  or  otherwise 
with  respect  to  th^  said  several  sums  of 
ifteen  thousaod  ponads  and  tfx  tiwusand 
pounds,  8o  frr  oaly  as  .respects  iiy  said 
daiigihterGertrade  Ornce  Metbaeiiy  and  her 
said  dbare  or  proportion  of  tbe  same  respec* 
ttvdy,  but  not  farther  or  otherwise  with 
respect  to  my  said  other  daughters^  (except 
*'  the  said  Matilda  De  Grey)  and  a&o  except 
''  as  to  «ae  thousand  poands,  part  oif  the  said 
^  torn  of  SIX  theusaad  poundt.  And  I  tbe  said 
''  Ptaul  CoMi  Meftbaen,  do  by  this  my  said 
^f  coAcil  request  and  diroct  tha  said  |?rederic 
«'  L^d  fioeton,  md  Sv  Tfaoaias  Gooofa,  Bart. 
^'  to  ruse  the  sain  of  five  thomand  pounds 
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"  only^  instead  of  six  thousand  pounds^  in  the 
*'  manner  directed  by  my  sard  will  as  afore- 
''  Bsid,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  in  the 
manner  also  directed  by  my  said  will^  (ex- 
cept as  to  (he  said  Matilda  De  Grey  and 
Gertrude  Grace  Methuen.)  And  I  the  said 
''  Paul  Cobb  Methuen  do  also  by  this  my  said 
codicil^  as  a  further  provision  for  my  said 
daughter  Matilda  De  Grey,  hereby  further 
"  direct  the  said  Frederic  Lord  Boston,  and 
''  Sir  Thomas  Gooch,  Bart,  to  raise  out  of  my 
''  said  personal  estate  and  effects  after  pay- 
ment of  my  funeral  expenses,  debts,  and  le- 
gacies, the  further  sum  of  three  thousand 
''  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain, 
within  eight  months  next  after  my  decease, 
and  pay  and  apply  the  same  unto  my  said 
daughter  Matilda  De  Grey,  to  and  for  her 
''own  proper  use  and  benefit  And  I,  the 
"  said  Paul  Cobb  Methuen,  do  by  this  my  said 
''  codicil,  as  a  further  provision  for  my  said 
''  dear  wife  Matilda  Methuen,  give  and  be- 
''  queath  to  her  one  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of 
''  six  hundred  pounds  of  lawful  money  of 
''  Great  Britain,  to  be  paid  to  her  and  her 
assigns  by  two  equal  half-yearly  payments 
in  the  year,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her 
"  natural  life,  to  and  for  her  and  their  own 
"  proper  use  and  benefit,  the  first  payment 
''  thereof  to  begin  and  be  made  immediately 
upon  and  at  the  expiration  of  six  months 
next  after  my  decease;  'and  I  do  hereby 
charge  and  make  liable  all  and  singular  my 
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estates  both  real  and  personal^  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  said  annuity  so  by  me  by  this 
my  codicil  given  and  bequeathed  to  my  said 
''  wife  as  aforesaid.  In  witness  whereof  I 
have  to  this  my  codicil  contained  in  four 
sheets  of  paper  set  my  hand  and  seal  (that 
"  is  to  say)  my  hand  to  the  three  first  sheets 
thereof,  and  my  hand  and  seal  to  the  last 
sheet  thereof^  this  first  day  of  Aprils  One 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifteen. 

Paul  Cobb  Methusn.  L.  S. 
Signed^  sealed^  published^  and  declared^ 
by  the  said  Paul  Cobb  Methuen^  as 
''  and  for  a  codicil  to  his  last  will  and  tes- 
'^  tament^  in  the  presence  of  us^  who 
"  have  hereunto  subscribed  our  namea  as 
''  witnesses^  in  his  presence^  and  in  the 
''  presence  of  each  other^ 

John  Merewether^  Attorney,  Calne^  Wilts. 
Edward  M'Kensie^  butler  to  Mr.  Methuen. 
"  John  Pearge^  footman  to  Mr.  Methuen.*' 
Mr.  Merewether^  the  drawer  of  the  codicil  of 
the  first  of  Aprils  1815^  after  detailing  the  circum- 
stances which  gave  rise  to  that  instrument^  ex- 
pressed his  full  conviction  that  the  codicil  was  meant 
and  intended  by  the  deceased  to  take  eSect  in  the 
place  and  stead  of  his  former  codicil  of  the  10th  of 
May^  1813 ; — the  provisions  of  which^  in  conse- 
quence of  the  marriage  of  his  daughter  Gertrude 
with  Sir  Edward  O'Bryen^  were  embodied  in  the 
codicil  of  the  1st  of  Aprils  1 815.  He  deposed  "  that 
the  said  last- mentioned  codicil  was  prepared  by 
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1817.  fiim  for  that  purpose ;  tad  be  was  ^uite  confident 

2Vnftf  ^^0^  ^h^  deceased  io  anderstood  it^  not  only  from 

^^"^'^^^  the  disposition  made  in.  the  samd  codicil  being  in 

ETHUEir  ^Qnf^ipQii^  ^jll^  ^Yte  dtceased%  intention^  bat  also 

Mmintiw.  from  his  declared  approbation  tbereof  when  read 
over  and  explained  to  bimj  and  the  satisfaction  he 
expressed  at  tbe  manner  iii  which  the  deponent 
bad  contrited  to  meet  his  wishes/' 

jidamB  and  Phillimote  in  support  of  the  eodicil 
of  the  lOtk  May,  1813. 

Swabeif  and  Lushington  CMtra. 

JUDGMEHT. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  question  is^  wbetber  the  codicil  of  tbe  Ist 
of  Aprils  1815^  is  to  be  considered  as  an  addition 
to  tbe  codicil  of  May  1813^  or  as  a  sabstitute  for 
^  and  consequently  revocatory  of^  it.  The  first  in- 
strument remains  uncancelled^  and  there  are  no 
revocatory  words  in  the  second/  It  is  contended 
that  the  Court  bed  no  power  to  iaqiire  any  fur- 
ther i  but  (he  saoMS  rules  do  not  apply  in  a  case 
relating  to  tbe  factnm  of  a  will  which  would  apply 
if  the  inquiry  were  concerning  the  construction 
of  it. 

In  the  Court  of  Probate  the  whole  question  is 
one  of  intention  :*~the  anhnua  teetandi  and  the 
anifnus  reveeandi'  are  completely  open  to  investi«- 
gation  in^  this  Court  Sappose  in  a  case  of  firaud, 
or  in  a  case  bf  enrbr^  the  resUtaary  clause  is  omitted^ 
it  hiay  be  inserted,  by  the  Coiirl 

It  is  admitted  ftiat  if  thera  U  doubt  on'  the  lace  of 
tile  instrument^  the  Court  may  admit  parol  evidence. 
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Oti  the  fiu»  of  the  papers  it  niHket  appe&n  As  if 
tbe  testator  intended  one  for  thd  oiher.  ^-^it  cer« 
taiiily  it  not  abiolutely  impostiblo  that  the  deceased 
might  have  intended  to  hare  increased  the  portioai 
of  his  daugfhters^  and  the  annuity  of  his  wife  ;-^bot 
ctrcumsteaces  render  it  highly  improbable  that  he 
should  so  btive  intended*  'inhere  is  a  strong  proba** 
bility  that  he  intended  it  as  a  substitute^  tnd  not  as 
an  independent  codlciL  :  Evidenc^>  however^  being 
admissiMOj  there  can  be  no  Aoolit  whatever  ;->4he 
doubt^  if  any^  is  not  from  the  intentions  of  the 
deceased^  but  from  the  mode  Mr.  Merewether  has 
pursued  in  carrying  them  into  08tict;*^t  is  quite 
impossible  there  can  be  any  mistake  as  to  the 
widow.  It  is  unnecessary  to  detail  the  evidence  ;— 
there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  what  the  deceased  in- 
tended^ and  what  Mr.  Merewether  intended  he 
should  do.  It  would  oertainly  have  been  better  if 
Mr.  Merewether  had  introduced  an  express  revo- 
cation into  the  codicil; — ^but^  on  account  of  an 
omission  of  that  kind^  is  the  Court  to  cari:y  into 
effect  that  which  is  not  the  intention  of  the  de- 
ceased? Other  circiHnStftQOeS  are  strongly  con- 
firmatory of  the  intention ;— the  personal  property 
Is  not  mofe  thitn  800W.  or  400(M.  Mrs.  De  Grey's 
legacy^  therefore^  must  suffer  defttlcatiou;  sh«  would 
clearly  have  less  than  the  otber  deughtersy  When 
the  testator  intended  they  should  be  equal.  It  is 
tme  that  ;the  deceased  was  etpressly  told  that  the 
former  codicil  was  to  be  destroyed^  end  he  did  not 
destroy  it}~ne  imsnediafte  innqviry  was -made  i^ter 
it ;— there  is  reason  to  think  it  ^Mia  )iOt  at  that  time 
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in  London; — it  was  found  on  his  death  in  the 
dmwer  of  his  library  table^  in  Wiltshire^  while 
the  other  testamentary  papers  were  in  a  separate 
trunk.  The  strong  probability  is^  that  he  never 
thought  of  the  circumstance  again ; — it  is  difficult 
to  entertain  any  doubt  as  to  the  real  intentions  of 
the  deceased.  The  papers  themselves  lay  a  strong 
ground^  and  Mr.  Merewether  corroborates  them. 
I  pronounce  for  the  will,  and  the  other  three  codi- 
cils^ but  this  codicil  is  not  to  be  included  in  the 
probate. 

I  direct  the  expenses  of  this  proceeding  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  estate. 


1817. 
Michaelfnas 

Term^ 
Nov*  12. 


Cole  v.  Rea. 


The  duty  of    ThOMAS  REA  died  intestate :— six  months  after 

ft  next  of  km 

to  take  out  an  his  death  DO  administration  was  taken  out  to  his 
tion.  effects^  when  a  creditor  applied  for  it.    The  next 

of  kin  then  appeared^  and  prayed  that  the  admi- 
nistration might  be  granted  to  him  in  preference 
to  the  creditor. 

The  Court  was  moved  that  the  creditor  should 
be  allowed  his  costs. 
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Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  next  of  kin  to  have  taken 
out  this  representation  earlier:— the  creditor  has 
been  compelled  to  take  these  steps  to  recover  his 
debt ;— he  is^  I  thinks  entitled  to  his  expenses. 


1817. 

Michaelmoi 

Term. 


Cole 

V, 

Rea. 


Costs  given. 


4(30  ,,    .  jciju^  pK^jBVMiiwP  w  tm 


ARCHES  COURT  OP  CANTERBURY 


1817. 
Mkkaelmas 

Term^        LoRD   HERBERT    V.   ThE    DoWAGER    PrINCESS    OF 


Nov.  3. 


BuTERA^  falsely  calling  herself  Lady  Herbert. 


trT^^i   A  CITATION  was  taken  out  in  the  Consistory 
fk  ^"^'Si?"-  Court  of  London,  on  the  Ilth  of  March,  1817,  in 

the  inhibition  ,  ,  ,  ^ 

refused.         a  suit  of  restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  by  Octavia, 

Dowager  Princess  of  Butera,  (born  Spinelli,)  as- 
serting herself  to  be  the  wife  of  the  Right  Hon. 
Henry  Robert  Herbert,  commonly  called  Lord 
Herbert. 

On  the  35th  of  April,  (the  first  session  of  Easter 
Term,)  the  citation  was  returned ;— a  citation,  vita 
et  modis  was  then  decreed ;  and  on  the  2d  of  May, 
(the  second  session  of  Easter  Term,)  that  citation 
was  returned.  On  the  9th  of  May,  (the  third  ses- 
sion of  Easter  Term,)  Mr.  Addams,  proctor,  ex- 
hibited a  proxy  for  Lady  Herbert. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  (first  session  of  Trinity 
Term,)  in  pain  of  the  contumacy  of  Lord  Herbert^ 
the  proctor  for  Lady  Herbert  brought  in  the  affi- 
davit of  Christopher  Flood,  setting  forth  "  that  he 
was  clerk  to  Mr.  Greenwell,  vestry  clerk  of  St. 
Mary-le-bonne ;  and  that,  on  referring  to  the  books 
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of  rates  kepi  in  and  ft>r  that  parish^  it  appeared 
that  the  boine^  No.  lOi  Upper  Seymour  Street^ 
has^  from  the  quarter  commencing  on  the  1st  of 
Janoary^  1S16^  and  up  to  the  present  time,  been 
rated  in  the  name  of  the  Right  Hon,  Lord  Herbert, 
and  that  the  several  rates  have  been  paid  by  or  on 
behalf  of  His  Lordship,  and  as  and  fokr  his  house 
or  residence ;  and  that  it  has  been  icohsidered  by 
the  parish  officers  as  his  residence  during  that 
period." 

The  Court  pronounced  Lord  Herbert  contuma* 
cious,  and  in  contempt  for  not  appearing ;  and  a 
decree  was  taken  out  against  him  to  see  proceed- 
ings. On  the  13th  of  June,  (the  second  session  of 
Trinity  Term,)  the  proctor  for  Lady  Herbert  re- 
turned the  decree,  and  a  decree  was  taken  out  to 
see  proceedings,  vUs  et  tnodis.  On  the  SOth  of 
June,  (third  session  of  Trinity  Ternr,)  the  decree 
was  returned^  and  the  certificate  was  continued. 
On  the  27th  of  June,  (the  fourth  session  of  Trinity 
TermJ  in  pain  of  contumacy,  the  proctor  of  Lady 
Herbert  brought  in  a  libel  and  exhibits,  and  the 
Court  assigned  to  hear  on  admission  the  next 
court*day.  On  the  4th  of  July,  (the  bye-day,) 
the  proctor  for  Lady  Herbert  prayed  the  libel  to 
be  admitted.  ^  Bedford  appeared  as  proctor  for 
Lord  Herbert,  but  under  protest  to  the  jurisdiction. 
The  Courty  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
directed  the  admissk>n  of  the  libel  to  stand  over  till 
the  next  Cpurt :  but  gave  leave  to  Lady  Herbert  to 
produce  and  examine  witnesses  de  bene  esse,  and 
decreed  a  Requisition  for  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses and  compulsorieSj  to  appear  before  the  com- 


1817. 
J  cm* 


HaautT 

HSESBIT* 
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1817.      missioDers  and  assigned  Ibe  proctor  for  Lord  Her- 
Term.      ^^^  ^^  exhibit  a  proxy,  and  extend  his  protest  next 


Herbbbt 


court ;— on  the  same  day  Lady  Herbert's  proctor 
in  pain  produced  a  witness  de  bene  esse,  who  was 
Hbebb&t.  sworn.  The  proctor  for  Lord  Herbert  entered  a 
protocol  of  appeal,  find  priayed  an  inhibition  in  the 
Court  of  Arches  before  a  surrogate,  which  was 
decreed ; — but,  on  applying  to  have  it  sealed,  it 
appeared  that  a  caveat  had  been  entered  against  it 
by  Lady  Herbert's  proctor,  who  had  been  warned 
before  a  surrogate  ; — ^the  surrogate  declined  mak- 
ing any  order,  but  referred  the  matter  to  the  Judge. 
The  pnesertim  of  appeal,  after  the  usual  recital^ 
stated  that  ^'  he  (the  proctor  for  Lord  Herbert)  kath 
Jrom  the  same  and  every  one  of  them,  and  more 
especially  from  a  certain  pretended  order  or  decree 
made  and  interposed  by  the  said  Judge,  on  the 
bye- day  qfler  Trinity  Term,  to  wit,  Friday  the  4:th 
day  of  July  instant,  whereby  Bedford  has  appeared 
for  the  party  cited,  but  under  protestation,  and 
Addams  having  prayed  his  libel  and  exhibits  to  be 
admitted;  and  the  Judge  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  directed  the  admission  thereof  to  stand 
over  to  next  court.  The  said  Judge  did  further 
give  leave  to  Addam's  party  to  examine  witnesses 
,  thereon  de  bene  esse,  decree  compiUsories,  Sgc. 
and  afterwards  on  the  same  day  did  swear  and 
admit  a  witness,  notwithstanding  no  absolute  ap- 
pearance had  been  given  on  behalf  of  the  party 
cited,  and  the  protest  under  which  his  proctor  had 
appeared  had  not  been  heard  and  over-ruled,  or 
such  jurisdiction  judicially  pronounced  for,  and 
notwithstanding  the  said  libel  and  exhibits  had  not 
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bem  adaiiUed  to  proof,  and  $uit  conte$^d  k^tvem      isi7. 
tkeparHoL"  *^?* 

The  proctor  for  Ludy  Herbert  traiwwUqd  (he  '"^'^^^^^ 
foUowin^  «tatemeiit  \q  the  Judge  ;-^Ad4aai9>  proo-r  ''^^^^^ 
tor  for  Lady  Herbert^  has  entered  a  Qwwt  ^fpifk^t^  R^nikx*  - 
t|i«  inhibitioii  passing  the  9e»\ ;— aed  be  coateids 
that  Bedford's  party  hting  proQoueced  io  oontevpti 
iB,  in  the  same  atate  as  if  he  bfid  been  eiu^omiRuni- 
cated  M  feioie  ecetesM,  end  censequent}y  is  noi 
entitled  to  be  heardj  even  as  to  his  preilest^  wilb^ 
Qut  appearing  and  tendering  himmlf  te  take>  end 
taking  the  oath  to  be  obedient  in  fqtore  to  the  hn^ 
fhl  commands  of  his  ordinary*  in  order  thii^  sboeld 
his  protest  be  over-ruled^  he  mey  be  bound  to 
appear  absolutely  j-^^nd  paying  the.  eontuma^y 
fises>  and  then  being  pronounced  ebselved  from  hje 
contomecy  and  contempt.  That  this^  therefore^ 
being  his  state^  he  cannot  daim  the  office  of  eny 
eeclesiastical  judge  whatever ;  and  that  he  is  in  no 
wise  before  the  court  below^  so  as  to  bftye  any  right 
of  beii^  beerd  tbere^  much  less  to  appeal.  Fur* 
tlier^  tbet  Bedford  having  appeared  iwly  nuA^r 
protest  es  to  the  rest  of  the  cause^  it  i^  in  pei^  ^ 
him  and  hi«  party,  and.  thet  be  bea  nodding  Ui  d«  • 
with  it«  If  hif  protest  is  prenonnqed  f<Wi  tbe  wbo|A 
falls  to  the  ground  {«i-^if  not^  be  only  snfl^ein  far  hf4 
eontumaey,  l^KStly^  tbftt  the  whote  is  «» iWAi^aUy 
not  an  appealable  matter^  that  the  4udgR  w^  rfifuse 
bis  inhibition.  The  auit  is  for  the  festitiAtfeo  of 
conjugal  righttu  promoted  by  lA«dy  H^rborii^*  hwi 
Herbert  :-^be  marriage  took  piece  in  Sicily^  end 

it  is  highly  important  to  b«r  W>t  to  lose  4be  Tac- 
tion in  proving  her  libel^  as  well  as  lest  the  wit- 

TOL.  II.  g  r 
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Term. 


Herbert 
Herbert. 


itesaes should  die;  and^  when  Sir  WiDiam  Scott 
gave  permission  to  examine  the  witnesses  de  bene 
isse,  he  observed  that  the  opposition  of  Lord  Her- 
bert appeared  to  him  to  be  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  vexation  and  delay. 

The  following  directions  were  transmitted  by 
the  Judge  to  the  registrar  and  the  se^l-keeper. 

^'  The  statement  made  to  me  in  this  matter  hav- 
ing been  made  by  the  proctor  of  the  respondent, 
to  which  the  proctor  of  the  appellant  has  declined 
to  write^  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  not 
before  me  in  sufficient  form  to  warrant  me  in  de« 
ciding  whether  the  inhibition  shall  or  shall  not 
issue ; — but,  from  what  appears  upon  the  iiace  of 
the  inhibition  itself,  (assuming  the  extract  sent  me 
to  be  correct,)  and  from  a.  caveat  having  been 
entered  against  its  issuing,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
is  sufficient  ground  to  induce  me  to  direct  that  the 
proctor  of  the  appellant  shall  observe  the  requisites 
of  the  96th  and  97th  canons.  When  these  requi- 
sites have  been  duly  complied  with,  I  will  proceed 
upon  copies  of  the  papers  being  sent  me,  further 
to  examine  the  whole  matter ;  the  proctor  of  the 
appellant  being  at  liberty  to  offer  such  observations 
in  writing  as  he  may  think  proper  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  that  the  order  made  by  the  Judge  of 
the  Consistory  is  a  grievance  to  his  party.  It  will 
be  proper  that  the  appellant's  proctor  should  fully 
apprize  his  advocate  when  he  applies  to  him  for 
his  signature  to  the  inhibition  that  such  application 
is  made  by  the  Judge's  direction  under  the  spe- 
cial circumstances  of  the  case/' 
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Herbert 

t7« 


^'  Mr.  Bedford  herewith  sends  to  the  registrar 
the  papers  required  by  the  Judge^  and  begs  leave 
to  state  that  he  declined  writing  in  answer  to  Mr.  Herbert. 
Addams's  statement^  as  he  conceived  the  same  to  be  ^^Sf  ^* 
irregular  ;  and  the  measure  of  interposing  a  caveat 
against  sealing  an  inhibition  is^  as  he  believes^  un- 
precedented ; — but^  under  the  liberty  allowed  by 
the  judge^  he  requests  to  observe  that  in  this  case 
there  has  been  no  personal  service  of  any  process. 
That  the  Consistory  Court  of  London  had  decreed 
^a  monition  to  see  proceedings  by  which  the  party 
was  again  called  upon  to  appear  :  and^  therefore^ 
as  he  submits  was .  entitled  to  do  so,  and  to  shew 
cause  why  he  did  not  appear  to  the  original  man- 
dates, which  would  be  the  subject  of  his  protest 
against  the  jurisdiction  as  at  first.  That  his 
counsel  have  advised  on  facts  stated  to  them  that 
he  has  good  grounds  to  assert  that  the  Consistory 
Court  of  London  has  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case. 
And  he  submits  that  it  is  a  grievance  to  exercise 
any  act  of  jurisdiction  whilst  a  protest  against  it  is 
depending,  and  especially  such  as  are  set  forth  in 
the  pnesertim  of  his  appeal,  allowing  the  other 
party  to  examine  all  his  witnesses  de  bene  ease 
without  precedent  as  far  as  he  can  learn  in  any 
case,  and  Mrithout  even  any  allegation  that  any  one 
of  the  witnesses  is  in  such  circumstances,  the 
proof  of  which  is  usually  required  to  found  such 
permission,  viz.  in  old-  age,  in  infirm  health,  or 
other  circumstances  which  occasion  the  danger  6{ 
losini^  his  testimony ; — ^whereby,  if  the  cause  should 
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.1617.      ftqmed,  and  is9W  be  joined^  the  witnesses  siust 

TWv^  probably  be  examined  twice  over.    He  takes  leave 

v-^'^v'^^    further  to  state  that  the  appeal  was  interposed  by 

Hpmc^t    4|f0^^0||  Qf  i)ig  couii9el  for  the  substaatial  inter^ 

HsMcirr.   ests  of  the  party^  and  for  no  purpose  whatever  of 

vexation ; — ^and  huinbly  suboiita  that  his  appeal  is 

matter  of  right." 

7%€  Order  af  tke  Jt^dge. 
July  ti.  The  dean  of  the  Archer  desires  the  registrar^  or 
in  his  absence  the  seal-keeper,  will  acqpaint  the 
proctors  in  this  case,  that  h&ving  considered  the 
copies  of  the  proceedings  transmitted  to  him  tp- 
gether  with  the  statements  made  by  (he  proctors 
on  both  sides,  he  has  directed  the  matter  to  stand 
over  till  the  first  day  of  the  ensuing  Term,  when 
he  will  hear  advocates  on  the  question  whether 
the  inhibition  shall  or  shall  not  issue. 

The  judge  moreover  transmitted  to  the  registrar 
the  following  memoranda : 

That  no  prox  y  was  exhibited  from  Lord  Her- 
bert, or  his  contempt  purg)ed;  and  required 
his  proctor  to  produce  a  preqedent  of  an  appeal 
being  presented  on  behalf  of  a  party  so  situated 
or  from  my  order,  made  de  bene  ease. — He 
required  from  the  proctor  of  Lady  Herbert  a  pre- 
cedent of  a  caveat  having  been  entered  or  of  an  in- 
hibition refused. — He  observed  th^t  he  did  not  see 
any  injury  would  |trise  to  Lord  Herbert  as  the  in- 
hibition might  be  granted  before  the  first  Consistory 
Court  day ;  and  ff  proceedings  should  in  the  mean 
time  be  taken  by  the  proctor  of  Lady  Herbert, 
they  would  still  be  subject  to  the  effect  of  the  inhj- 
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bitioii  if  &nranted.-~Tbat the  97th  canon  inferred  dis*       1817« 
cretion  in  the  judge  to  grant  or  refuse  his  inhibition •      Term 


In  the  course  of  the  long  vacation  the  proctor 
for  Lady  Herbert  extracted  from  the  Consistory 
Court  of  London  a  commission  to  examine  wit** 
nesses  de  bene  esBe. 

Arnold  and  Swahey  for  Lord  Herbert. 

The  right  of  appeal  is  highly  favoured  and  held 
sacred  under  all  systems  of  jurisprudence  ; — fit 
grounds  are  established  against  the  abuse  of  it  by 
the  liability  of  the  party  to  costs^  and  by  calling  for 
the  signature  of  an  advocate ; — H  is  so  considered 
.  in  Chancery,  (a)— In  our  Courts  the  signature  of 
an  advocate  is  directed  by  the  96th  oaAon.  Who* 
ther  there  is  any  further  discretion  in  the  Court  ii 

(o)  Ths  OStk  tMkOB  Is  at  follows : — lok&itlons  not  to  bs 
graotfid  without  the  subscription  of  an  advocate. 

Tliat  the  jurisdiction  of  bishops  mtj  be  preserved  (as  near 
as  may  be)  entire  and  free  from  prejudice ;  and  that  for  the 
behoof  of  the  subjects  of  this  land  better  provision  bS  mad^ 
that  henceforward  they  be  not  grieved  with  frivolous  and  #rong« 
fal  suits  and  mokMations ;  it  is  ofdained  and  provided  that  no 
inhibition  shall  be  granted  out  of  any  Court  belonghig  to  the 
archbishop  of  Canterbury,  at  the  instance  of  any  party,  unless 
it  be  subscrilied  l>y  an  advocate  practising  in  the  said  Courts, 
which  the  said  advocate  shall  do  freely,  not  taking  any  fee 
for  the  same,  except  the  party  prosecuting  the  suit  do  v6)un« 
tarily  besttirw  some  gnttnity  upon  him  for  his  eouosel  sad  id* 
vice  in  the  said  eauis.  llis  like  oouvse  shnU  bs  used  km  grant* 
in|  forth  an  inbibition)  at  the  instance  of  any  party  by  the 
bishop  or  chancellor  against  the  archdeacon,  or  any  other  per« 
son  exercising  ecd.esiastical  jurisdiction;  and  if  in  the  Court^ 
or  Consistory  of  any  bishop,  there  l>e  no  advocate  at  all,  then 
shall  the  subscription  of  a  proctor  practising  in  the  same  Court 
be  held  sufficient* 
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1817.      is  not  necessary  to  discuss :  it  is  always  considered 
TermH^  with  respect  to  laws  not  of  recent  enactment,  that 
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the  best  interpretation  is  to  be  found  in  the  prac- 
tice ;  the  practice  has  been  constant ;  there  is  no 
HcRBE&T.  precedent  of  a  refusal ; — ^we  are  net  aware  of  any 
caveat  against  the  issue  of  an  inhibition  having 
been  entered  before  this.  The  practice  has  been 
invariable  that  the  signature  of  an  advocate  has 
been  sufficient.  The  advocate  may  be  mistaken ; — 
but  the  question  tvhether  it  is  appealable  is  one  of 
the  incidents  to  be  decided  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  cause  by  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

One  objection  taken  on  the  other  side  is  that  the 
party  has  been  pronounced  in  contempt^  and  is 
not  entitled  to  be  heard.  Contumacy  is  of  two 
kinds,  actual  and  presumed.  The  one  where  the 
party  before  the  Court  refuses  some  order,  the 
othei'  where  the  party  refuses  or  declines  to  appear. 
What  is  the  legal  effect  of  such  contumacy  ?  The 
Court  proceeds  in  a  regular  and  prescribed  form ; 
— ^it  proceeds  in  his  absence,  not  by  excluding  him 
if  he  offers  to  appear ;  but  by  calling  him  again 
to  see  proceedings  with  an  intimation  that  if  be 
does  not  appear,  it  will  proceed  without  him ;  but 
then  he  is  not  to  be  excluded  if  he  comes. 

Another  objection  is  that  the  party  has  not  been 
purged  of  his  contempt ;— according  to  the  ancient 
practice,  subsisting  indeed  till  the  late  act^  (6) 
where  a  person  was  pronounced  contumacious^  he 
was  excommunicated  ; — ^the  legal  disabilities  of 
which  were  that  no  one  could  hold  commerce  with 

(6)  53  Geo.  III.  c«  W. 
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iiim ;  and  when  be  came  before  the  Court  H  was 
necessary  that  he  shoirid  be  absolved^  having  not 
otherwise  a  persona  sfaitdt.  Absolution  applies  to 
excommunication  only.  Contumacy  is  purged  by 
appearance^  and  he  is  made  subject  to  costs.  In 
this  ease  the  party  appeared  under  protest ;-— he 
was  not  excluded^  but  received ;  and  the  Court  as- 
signed him  to  extend  his  protest.  The  citation 
was  extracted  on  the  1 1th  of  March^  in  a  process 
riis  et  tnodis.  It  was  served  on  the  Royal  Ex- 
change treating  the  party  as  if  abroad  ;  from  the 
11th  of  March  to  the  4th  of  July  is  no  extraordi^ 
nary  delay  for  a  person  abroad.  He  comes  then 
to  shew  there  is  no  jurisdiction^  which  would  shew 
that  there  has  been  no  contempt.  It  is  asked 
whether  there  is  any  instance  of  an  appeal  brought 
by  a  party  pronounced  contumacious?  There  is 
a  difficulty  to  commence  a  search  for  precedents; 
nnless  it  should  have  been  made  a  prominent  point 
in  the  case.  One  kind  of  case  is^  when  the  com- 
plaint has  been  against  the  excommunication  itself^ 
as  in  Acherly  r.  Oldham^  Deleg.  1811.  (c)  It  is 
asked^  Are  there  instances  of  an  appeal  from  such  a 
point  as  this  ?  To  this  the  answer  is^  that  there 
can  be  no  instance  of  an  appeal  because  there  is 
no  instance  of  an  order  for  an  examination  of  wit*' 
nesses  de  bene  esse  ; — in  the  Courts  of  Common 
Law  no  such  proceeding  is  known  ; — and  in  Courts 
of  Equity,  the  examination  of  witnesses  de  bene 
esse  as  here  granted  of  all  witnesses  to  be  pro* 
duced^  is,  according  to  any  search  and  enquiry  we 


1817. 

Midtaelmm 

Term. 


Hebbckt 

V. 

.Hbrbert* 


(c)  Vol,  I.  p.  298. 
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1619".      hAte  been  able  to  nmke  unprecedented.    Tlite^ 
*^|^'*  iritneiMS  niay  be  examined,  if  they  ure  likdy  to  die : 


JIBBSbBT 

0 


btt  then  if  they  live>  they  milit  be  examined  again. 
Afedavit  $ko  mnit  be  made  of  the  age  and  mfirmky 
HfebBttt,  t^t  the  ^tne^s  in  snch  a  case. — It  is  a  grieninee  t» 
do  any  ikct  while  the  jurisdiction  it  disputed^  In 
the  Admiralty  Court  witoesset  ure  tonetimet  ex-- 
amined  de  bene  eHe :— bat  that  n  a  Cotrt  of  pecnikr 
jariadiction ;  and  affidayits  are  always  required  that 
the  parties  so  examined  are  going  abroad.  On 
this  4stm  also  the  jurisdiction  is  dispaled  by  the 
pft^lest,  and  it  is  a  grievance  to  do  any  act  vrfailst 
the  jarisdiction  is  di8puted.-~We  demand  this  ap* 
peal  as  a  matter  of  rights  not  of  form. 
PhUUmdre  ahd  Luehinjgton  j[^  Lady  Hethert. 
Fttit,  It  is  discretionaiy  with  the  Court  lo  grant 
or  reAise  the  inhibition  ;-'^^thi8  is  to  be  inferred 
from  Uie  terms  of  the  97th  canon^  (e)  which  seems 

• 

(0  O^th  canon,  tshibitbos  not  to  be  grantsd  nntil  the  ap- 
pssl  tksU  be  sxftibilsd  to  the  judge. 

It  is  ftrther  ordered  ud  decreed|  that  hencefonrafd  no  ia« 
htbition  be  granted  by  occasion  of  anj  interlocntorj  decree,  or 
in  any  cause  of  correction  whatsoever,  except  under  the  form 
aforesaid :  and  moreoTor  that  before  the  going  out  of  any 
such  inhibition,  the  appeal  itself,  or  a  copy  thereof,  (reached 
by  oath  to  ha  just  i^  true)  be  exhibited  to  the  judge,  or  hh 
lawful  suitogate^  whereby  he  may  be  fully  informod  both  of 
the  quality  of  the  crime  and  of  the  cause  of  the  grieTaooe,  be* 
fore  granting  forth  of  Uie  said  inhibition*  And  e?ery  sppeU 
lant,  or  his  lawful  pioctor,  shall  liefore  the  obtaining  of  any 
ffuch  inldbitlpn,  shew  and  exhibit  to  the  judge,  or  his  8urro« 
gate,  in  writtng,  a  true  copy  of  those  acts,  wherewith  he 
complaineth  himself  to  be  aggrieved,  and  from  which  he  appeal* 
eth ;  or  shall  take  a  corporal  oath  that  he  hath  performed  his 
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to  diitiiigttish  between  an  appeal  from  a  definitive      isir. 
sentence^  and  from  a  grieyance  ;-*Mind  this  ti  to  be      j^^^^^ 
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coliected  from  the  regulationB  laid  down  respeet*- 

ing  the  grant  of  inhibitions  in  the  Canon  Law^ 

and  the  books  of  practice.    X.  2.  88.  37»    Ma**   Hbemm. 

ranti^  6,  207.  lib.  1,  (/)    Gail.  Obs.  144.  4.  5. 

Ayliffe  297.  (g)    Gregorina  Traotat  de  AppeHa^ 

» 

diligence  and  true  endeaTo«r  for  Hub  obUining  of  tlie  Mme, 
and  conld  not  obtain  it  at  the  hands  of  the  registrar  in  the 
country,  or  hlft  deputy,  tendering  him  his  fee.  And  if  anjr 
judge  or  registrar  shall  rfther  procure  or  permit  any  inhiMtioa 
to  be  sealed,  so  at  b  tald^  contrary  to  th«  form  and  ftaltilfiiift 
above  ^eeiliedi  let  him  be  suspended,  from  tin  MeculloD  of  bU 
office,  for  the  space  of  three  months  i  if  any  prt>cU»rf  ct  tther 
person  whaCsoerer,  by  his  appointment,  shaU  offnd  in  any  of 
the  premises,  either  by  making  or  sending  out  any  inhibition, 
contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the  said  prtaiises,  let  him  be  removed 
from  the  eiercise  of  bis  office  for  the  space  of  a  urbole  yMr, 
'  without  hope  of  release  or  restoring. 

(/)  Seonndjim  regubun  principalem  Mm  prooedere  qoando 
fnit  Judki  a  quo  inhUtUum  per  supMorem :  quia  tunc  non  pe* 
test  ttlterius  procedere  in  illft  causft ;  quod  tamen  intellige  qnando 
inhibltio  fait  legitimi  interposita,  et  cum  canie  cognitions,  et 
parte  citatft,  nam  quando  est  appellatum.  In  casn  in  quo  non  de» 
buU  ofpMafif  vel  quia  causa  est  itijusta)  Vol  uppellfttio  Mt 
frivola  et  frustatoria,  tunc  nnnqnam  debit  JndBsi  nd  jumi, 
tnUbercj  nisi  priiks  adhibeat  cause  cognitionem  super  justitiam 
appellationis,  ali&s  inhibiUo  non  valet.  Manuit«  Spec  Auiw  6. 
act  a.  sec  907. 

{g)  In  respect  of  an  Inhibition  the  judge  ought  to  have  a 
constat  of  the  grievance,  that  he  may  know  the  tratb  thereof ; 
for  the  causes  of  a  grievance  oi^t  not  only  to  be  eipressed  i« 
the  instrument  of  the  appeal,  but  also  the  Iratk  of  Buth  griev« 
ance  ought  to  lie  verified  from  the  acts  of  the  fafeiior  judge, 
and  from  hence  the  judge  md  qtmn  ought,  to  coadder  wbetlMr 
the  cause  be  devolved  or  noti  for  as  long  as  the  cogBisanco 
continues  before  him,  whether  he  ought  to  receive  the.  appiel 
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^1w  **  <*e  InhibiUonibus  Qu.  25.    Clarke  323.    Though 
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we  have  found  no  precedent  for  a  caveat  against  an 
inhibition,  yet  it  is  so  strictly  analogous  to  the  course 
J9uu»£T»  in  all  ecclesiastical  proceedings^  and  to  the  prac- 
tice of  all  Courts  regulated  by  the  canon  law,  that 
it  cannot  be  objectionable. 

Secondly,  If  it  is  discretionary^  this  is  a  case  in 
which  a  G>urt  would  not  grant  an  inhibition ; — 
these  Courts  are  favourable  to  marriage.  The 
danger  of  losing  the  evidence  is  obvious ; — and 
the  examination  of  witnesses  de  bene  ease  cannot 
be  an  appealable  act    Maranta  Spec.  6.  206.  (h) 

Thirdly,  The  party  is  in  contempt^  and  cannot 
appeal  ;-^his  contumacy  is  not  purged.  Maranta 
6.  14.  Oughton  406.  X.  2.  tit.  28.  37.  GaU, 
lib.  2.  14.  1  h    Mandosius  de  In.  lib.  S3. 

Arnold  and  Swabey  mrephf. 

The  course  of  proceedings  in  these  Courts  in 
the  absence  of  a  party  is  not  by  examining  wit- 
nesses de  bene  esse  ;  but  by  taking  a  decree  calling 
on  him  to  see  proceedings  with  intimation  that 
otherwise  the  cause  shall  go  on  without  him^  and 
proceeding  in  it  accordingly.    Oughton  295, 

Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

This  question  is  of  a  very  ui^usual  sort ; — whe- 

cr  not)  and  wbether  the  -cause  be  derolred  or  no^  he  ought 
not  to  inhibit  the  Inferior  judge.  AyUffe  Parer.  p.  907. 

(ft)  Judex  i  quo  potest  pendente  appellatione  ezaminare 
testes  senes,  vel  Taletudinarios  ad  perpetuam  rei  memoriam,  et 
Don  dicitnr  lonoTare.    Maranta  Spec.  Aur.  fi»  act.  3.  206* 
'   Venii  contumax  non  appellat.    Marant.  Spec.  Aur.  p.  6» 
lec  14. 
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iher  an  inhibition  on  an  alleged  g^evance  shaH      isir. 
issue  in  the  ordinary  mode; — ihe  inhibition  was      Ternu 
stopped  early  in  the  long  vacation  at  the  seal  by  a    s^^^^w/ 
caveat.    I  considered  that  as  the  first  day  of  term    H*^«»* 
in  this  Court .  occurred  before  the  first  sitting  of    Hbhbxstv 
the  Consistorial  Court,  no  injury  'could  arise  to 
the  parties  if  I  delayed  to  decide  upon  t|ie  point 
tfll  I  should  be  assisted  by  the  learning,  the  ar- 
guments, and  the  information,  of  counsel. 

However  averse  the  Court  may  fed  to  any  in* 
novation  in  practice,  (for  in  modem  times  an  inhibi** 
tion  has  issued  almost  as  matter  of  course,)  it  by  no 
means  follows  that,  under  particular  circumstances,  it 
may  not  be  right  and  proper  for  the  judge  to  consider 
and  decide  judicially  whether  he  shall  decree  an  in- 
hibition ; — if  there  was  not  some  such  mode,  great 
vexation  and  injustice  might  be  done ;— many  form- 
alities of  practice  are  not  observed  in  wdinary 
cases, — ^but  they  may  be  called  for.  The  signa- 
ture of  an  advocate  to  an  inhibition  may  not  be 
called  for  in  ordinary  cases ; — ^but  it  may  be  and 
it  is  specially  required  by  the  canon.  What  is 
expressly  required  by  the  canon  is  not  repealed 
by  disuse  :  the  Court  is  to  see  whether  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  'purposes  of  justice  in  the  particular 
case. 

The  96th  and  97th  canons  apply  directly  to  this 
question ; — ^by  the  96th  no  inhibition  can  issue 
without  the  subscription  of  an  advocate  ;*-^by  the 
97th  it  must  be  exhibited  to  the  judge.  The  reason 
pointed  out  for  this  is,  ''  that  he  may  he  fidbf  m*- 
Jbrmed  both  of  the  quality  of  the  crime,  and  of 


444  CASES  nTERMlHBD  IK  TRS 

1817.      Ike  came  of  the  grkvanee,  before  (he  gmnHng 


Hbebbbv 


The  96th  is  to  preserve  the  jerisdietHm  iiniiii'> 

peftched.~-To  prerent  friroloos  stiits^  the  sufaserip** 

HnnRT.    tion  of  ftn  advocate  is  neiiessnry^  which  li|iplieB  to 

all  cases  civil  and  crtnunaly  to  appeals  from  a  deftai** 

five  sentence^  and  from  a  grievance. 

Sacred  as  the  right  of  appeal^  and  comfortable 
as  tlie  rule  is^  to  all  persons  havhng  to  exercise  Ja^ 
risdictiOD^  the  law  takes  care  it  skidl  not  injare 
either  the  jariscKction  or  the  snitor. 

The  9^th  canon  points  out  partSooiar  reguh-* 
tions  for  particular  cases,  as  with  niipect  to  an  b* 
terloctttorf  decree,  or  in  causes  of  correction ;  and 
moreover  it  requires  that  the  appeal  should  be  ex- 
to  the  judge« 

The  signature  of  the  advocate  is  not  sufficient ; 
must  be  exhibited  in  order  that  the  judge  may 
be  informed  of  the  quality  of  the  crime^  and  the 
nature  of  the  grievance.  Surely  then  it  is  not 
without  any  discretion  of  the  judge  : — it  is  not  a 
meM  rights  however  vexatious  it  may  appear  on 
the  acts  submitted  to  the  Conrt.-M>n  sound  consi- 
derations of  justice  the  judge  must  exercise  his  judg* 
ment  whether  it  is  such  a  grievance  as  would  jus« 
tify  him  in  tying  up  the  bands  of  the  Courts  whence 
it  is  brought  ;•— though  there  may  be  but  few  cases, 
.and  those  under  extraordinary  circumstances,  in 
^hich  the  Court  would  refuse  it.  Though  in  or- 
dinary pmctice  no  question  is  made  on  granting 
an  inhibition,  and  reluctant  as  I  must  feel  to  with- 
hold it^  sliU  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Judge  most 
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fJFefcitt  h»  jq^ginieqt  ofi  the  points  wd  decide      ISIT 
whether  there  is  iKffici^nt  grpun^  to  issqe  his  ip«-      TwH^ 


hibition. 

I  come  now  to  the  considevation  arising  from  the  ^^^"^^ 
iacts^  as  they  appear  on  the  acts  of  Coart  which  Hbrwuiv. 
have  been  exhihited  :-^Tbe  nature  of  the  act,  com- 
plained of  as  a  grievance^  is  tq  be  collected  from 
the  acts  pf  the  court  below,  prom  th^se  acts  I 
collect  the  following  circumstances  :-^Ip  the  first 
place^  it  occurred  on  the  last  sitting  of  Trinity 
term  before  the  long  vacation  in  a  suit  brought 
by  the  wife  against  the  husband  ;-^hc  cause  stood 
on  the  admission  of  the  libel  and  exhibits;  and 
the  certificate  by  ways  and  means  w^s  continued. 
I  collect  also,  that  the  suit  was  in  pqenom  against 
the  husband  ;— that  he  had  been  pronounced  tp 
be  in  contempt.  No  absolute  appearance  was 
given  for  him  on  that  day; — ^tbe  act  entered 
is  as  follows : — ''  Bedford  appear^  for  the  party 
titedi  but  under  protest.  Addams  prayed  the 
libel  to  be  admitted.  The  Coifrt,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  asfigned  the  admission  to 
Stand  over  till  the  next  court,  but  allowed  Addams 
to  examine  witnesses  de  bene  efse,  and  wt  puin  ad- 
mitted a  witness  to  be  produced. 

The  ground  of  Lord  Herbert's  appmrance, 
therefore,  was  not  to  se^  proceedingii,  but  solely 

to  dfny  the  jarisdiction  of  the  Qonr^  whioh  w«^ 

not  determined  a^  it  is  alleged  in  thf  ptr^Bfttm 
of  the  appeal.  His  only  purpose  wa»  |o  protest 
against  that  jurisdictipi) ;  denying  that  the  Court 
could  entertain  the  pfoeeedipgs.    Py  the  acts  of 

Court  it  appears  that  no  proxy  had  been  pro- 
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daced :— ^he  was  assigned  to  produce  it  lat  a  fu- 
ture tiilie ;— no  notice  of  the  contumacy  had  been 
taken  ; — nor  had  the  party  appeared  and  purged 
himself  from  it^  and  expressed  his  readiness  to  pay 
the  usual  fees; 

The  Judge  takes  no  absolute  steps ; — ^he  directs 
the  libel  to  stand  over^  and  the  witnesses  t^  be  ex- 
amined de  bene  ease,  in  order  that  their  testimony 
may  be  used  hereafter^  if  the  cause  will  admit  of 
it.  The  whole  of  this  takes  place  on  the  last  day 
of  Trinity  Term ;  and  from  the  way  in  which  the 
cause  is  set  out  the  Court  may  ftiirly  collect  that 
the  question  at  issue  is  respecting  a  foreign  mar- 
riage. The  Judge  of  the  Consistory  does  not 
admit  the  libel ;  he  merely  admits  the  examination 
de  bene  esse.  If  there  held  been  no  interposition 
on  that  day  the  libel  would  have  been  admitted ; — 
and  the  wife's  witnesses  would  have  been  examined 
during  the  vacation. 

The  question  then  is^  whether  a  proctor  merely 
coming  in  on  the  last  day^  with  a  protest  against 
the  jurisdiction^  without  taking  one  step  in  the 
principal  cause^  is  to  call .  upon  this  Court  to  say 
that  the  Judge  did  wrong  in  directing  the  witnesses 
to  be  examined ;  those  witnesses  too  being  resident 
in  a  foreign  country.  This  Court  has  the  complete 
grtvoatnen  now  before  it ;— and  if  it  were  to  issue  its 
process  to  inhibit^  it  could  not  be  more  instructed 
as  to  the  nature  of  the  gravamen  than  it  now  is. 
—-Lord  Herbert's  only  purpose  was  to  try  the  ju-- 
risdiction  ;— not  to  enter  on  the  principal  ^oint  in 
the  cause :  if  ko,  no  injury  is  done  to  him. 

Whether  being  put  into  contempt  precludes 
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questioning  the  jarisdiction  I  shall  not  now  de-* 
cide: — bnt  the  qaestion  is^  whether  I  shall  stop 
ftU  proceedings  by  this  objection  to  the  juris- 
diction. The  Courts  I  thinks  would  have  been 
justified  in  considering  this  as  no  appearance. 
Where  a  party  denies  the  jurisdiction^  he  would 
not  be  allowed  in  the  principal  cause^  in  which  he 
has  never  appeared^  to  appeal  from  a  step  in  the 
principal  cause. 

I  am  inclined  to  hold  that  there  is  no  gravamen 
from  which  the  party  had  a  right  to  appeal ; — ^it  is 
less  necessary^  therefore^  to  decide  whether  a  party 
in  contempt  can  appear  before  he  has  purged  his 
contempt : — ^he  was  assigned  to  extend  his  protest 
against  the  jurisdiction^  and  it  was  in  pain  of  his 
non-appearance  that  the  witness  was  examined. 

In  the  next  place  there  is  no  proxy.  It  was  the 
duty  of  those  who  communicated  the  proceedings 
to  Lord  Herbert  to  send  over  a  proxy  with  them. 
What  constat  was  there  in  the  Court  below,  that 
the  proctor  was  authorised  to  appear  for  Lord 
Herbert ; — that  it  was  not  a  delay  by  another  person. 

'  I  have  considerable  doubts  whether  the  Judge 
was  not  at  liberty  to  have  proceeded  as  if  no  oppo- 
sition had  been  given. 

'The  Judge  proceeded  with  all  possible  caution ; 
*-4ie  does  not  even  admit  the  libel ; — he  withholds 
the  admission  of  it  to  give  the  party  an  opportunity 
of  objecting  to  it ; — ^but  he  admits  it  de  bene  esse,  in 
order  to  prevent  injustice  from  the  witnesses  resid- 
ing in  a  foreign  country  dying  during  the  long  va- 
cation. Their  evidence  is  to  be  admitted  de  bene 
esse,  h  e.  provisionally,  and  subject  to  all  legal 
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olgectioD  ;'^there  would  lu^ve  been  a  great  foilure 
of  justice  if  the  Consistory  Ck)«rt  had  not  done  this ; 
^  there  would  be  if  this  Conrt  were  now  to  grant 
the  inhibition.  If  the  party  proceeded  against  can 
shew  irregularities  or  nullities  in  the  examination  of 
the  witnesses ; — if  he  can  ^hew  the  libel  to  be  in* 
itdmissiblej  it  will  be  open  to  him  to  do  it,  Liord 
H^b^rt  has  all  the  adirant^gesj*— he  may  oligect  to 
the  admission  of  the  libel ; — to  the  jurisdiction  ; — 
to  all  the  proceedings. 

)t  is  still  open  to  the  Ck)urt  hereafter  to  suppress 
the  depositions ;  and  if  any  opportunity  of  re-ex* 
)iimiqing  the  witnesses  occurs,  they  m^y  be  re-ex* 
amiaed.  If  Lord  Herbert  had  prayed,  that  withr 
out  prejudice  to  his  protest  he  might  have  inter- 
rogated the  witnesses^,  he  might  have  administered 
interrogatories  to  them. 

From  the  nature  of  the  qansci  every  delay  is 
injurious  ;*'— the  suit  is  brought  by  a  foreigner ; — 
it  respects  a  foreign  marriage ; — and  the  Court 
is  never  tp  forget  that  it  is  a  suit  to  CBtablish  a 
iDgrriage. 

Though  I  am  extremely  reluctant  to  stop  the 
proceedings  on  an  appeiilj  and  to  give  a  novel  ap- 
pearance to  a  case  of  practice ;  yet,  under  all  the 
circiiiqstanqes  of  this  case  I  am  not^  I  thinlr,  de- 
p^rthig  from  the  principles  of  the  Court  if  I  refuse 
this  inhibition. 
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Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

The  question  in  this  ease  arises  on  several  testa- 
mentary papers  of  Andrews  Harrison^  deceased ; 
— he  died  in  the  month  of  February,  1816.  He 
made  a  will  and  several  codicils : — ^tbe  will  and  the 
four  first  codicils  are  not  opposed ;  the  other  codi- 
cils are  contested.  The  latter  codicils,  which  are 
contested,  are  set  up  on  the  one  part  by  Mr.  Kinle- 
side,  who  is  one  of  the  executors  and  the  residuary 
legatee  named  in  th&  will ;  and  they  are  opposed 
by  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  whose  appointment  as 
an  executor  under  the  will,  and  the  benefits  given 
to  him  in  the  will  also,  are  revoked  by  these  co- 
dicils. 

To  render  the  grounds  of  decision  intelligible, 
it  may  be  necessary  to  state  the  outline  of  the 
severar  testamentary  dispositions.  The  will  bears 
date  in  the  month  of  June,  1808; — it  is  very  long 
and  complicated ; — drawn  up  by  a  professional  gen- 
tleman ; — it  occupies  twelve  brief  sheets  of  paper. 
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1818.  and  was  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  wit- 
Term*  nesses :  it  has  m  view  two  contingencies  ;— one^ 
"^^^^^^  the  case  of  the  testator  dying  before  his  brother^ 
^^  Mr.  John  Harrison  ; — the  other,  the  contingency 
Harbison,  of  his  surviving  bis  brother.  It  give^  a  great 
variety  of  legacies  to  friends,  to  relations,  and  to* 
servants ;  some  of  them  pecuniary  legacies,  others 
of  them  stock  legacies  in  the  long  annuities,  and 
respecting  a  part  there  is  a  trust  raised.  The  de- 
ceased had  a  small  real  estate,  consisting  of  Shaw- 
iield  Lodge,  at  Widmore,  near  Bromley,  in  Kent; 
and  he  had  also  a  very  small  property  in  Derby- 
shire. Shawfield  Lodge  is  given  to  trustees  for 
the  brother,  Mr.  John  Harrison,  for  life,  with  a 
power  to  dispose  of  it  by  will  or  deed ;  bitt  in  case 
he  made  no  disposition  of  the  property,  then  Shaw- 
field Lodge,  except  Mrs.  Jukes's  house^  which  I 
shall  have  occasion  to  notice  hereafter,  is  given  to 
Mr.  John  Harrison.  The  small  propeHy  in  Der- 
,  byshire  is  given  to  Mr.  Roe,  and  the  residue  of  bis 
personal  estate  is  given  to  his  brother,  Mr.  John 
Harrison  ;--«nd  in  this  event. the  executors  ap- 
pointed are  Mr.  John  Harrison,  Mr.  William  Stan- 
ley, and  Mr.  Paul  Malin.  Thus  far  the  will  looks 
to  the  event  of  his  dying  before  his  brother :— ^it 
then  goes  on  to  provide  for  the  other  event,  of  hb 
surviving  his  brother ;  and  in  that  case,  without 
revoking  any  of  the  previous  legacies,  gives  a 
variety  of  additional  legacies;  among  others,  a 
legacy  to  Mr.  Paul  Malin  of  I8,00(M.;— raises 
a  long  and  intricate  trust  for  the  children  of  Mr. 
Taylor ;  gives  pecuniary  legacies  to  the  amount 
of  40,000/.  ;-gives  S^^awfield  Lodge  to  Mr.  Ben- 
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jamia  Harrison^  except  Mrs.  Jukes's  bou&e  j-^-ber      J^^ia. 
bouse,  ^  and  fixtures^  and  furniture  are  giren  to      Term. 


trustees  for  her  use  during  her  life,  and  then  that 
house,  and  fixtures,  and  furniture  are  to  go  to  Mr.  ^^  ^ 
Benjamin  Harrison.  The  furniture  and  jdate^  and  Harrison. 
other  articles  at  Shawfield,  are  given  to  Mr.  Ben- 
jamin  Harrison,  and  the  residue  is  then  given  to 
Mr.  Kinleside  ;  and  in  this  event  the  executors  are 
Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  Mr.  William  Kinleside, 
and  Mr.  Paul  Malin^  so  that  Mr.  Malin  was  an 
executor  in  both  events,  but  Mr.  Harrison  and  Mr. 
Kinleside  were  only  executors  in  the  event  of  his 
surviving  his  brother.  The  deceased's  brother, 
Mr.  John  Harrison,  made  a  will  at  the  same  time, 
and  upon  similar  principles,  though  not  precisely 
the  same  in  all  respects,  for  several  of  the  legacies 
are  considerably  different ; — ^but  Mr.  John  Harris- 
son  had  no  real  estate  to  dispose  of ; — ^he  does  not 
make  any  disposition  whatever  in  respect  to  Shaw- 
field  Lodge;— *he  would  take  no  legal  estate  in 
Shawfield  Lodge,  except  in  the  event  of  survivic^ 
bis  brother,  and  then  he  would  have  a  power  of 
disposing  of  it.*— This  is  the  substance  of  the  wilL 

The  first  codicil  is  dated  in  June,  1809,  and  by 
that  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  is  appointed  an  exo- 
cutor  in  both  events,  even  if  Mr.  John  Harrison 
should  survive  his  brother. 

The  second  codicil  is  dated  in  February,  1810; 
— it  gives  some  additional'  legacies  ;-^*one  of  300/, 
to  Mr.  Walmsky,  100/.  to  Mr.  Roberts,  and  it 
recites  that  the  deceased  having,  with  his  brother, 
given  up  a  bond  of  12,000/.,  and  a  note  of  1000/.^ 
together  with  all  the  interest  thereon,  to  Mr.  Paul 

8g2 


KiNLESIDE 
V, 


45S  CASES  DBTERMlmED  IN  THE 

I818.  Malin  ;— il  revokes  the  legacy  of  18,000?.  given  to 
Th'm.  ^^'  ^^^'  Malin,  and  substitutes  in  the  place  of  it 
a  legacy  of  5000Z. ; — it  also,  in  the  case  of  hi» 
brother  John  dying  first,  gives  the  books  and  pic- 
Haurison.  tures  at  Shawfield  to  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  pro- 
vided the  residue  amounts  to  ll,000Z.,  otherwise 
those  books  and  pictures  are  to  be  a  part  of  the 
residue  to  go  to  Mr.  Kinleside. 

The  third  codicil  bears  date  in  October,  1810; 
— ^by  that  the  furniture  and  books  and  pictures  in 
Mrs.  Jukes's  house  are  given  to  her  absolutely. 

The  fourth  codicil  bears  date  in  September^ 
1811,  and  contains  three  additional  legacies  of 
5001.  each. — The  brother,  Mr.  John  Harrison^ 
made  similar  codicils  to  the  two  iirst  of  these  four, 
but  he  made  no  codicils  to  correspond  with  the  lat* 
ter  of  these  four. — These  are  the  uncontested  dis- 
positions. 

The  four  contested  codicils  are  to  the  following 
effect:— the  first  of  them,  which  is  marked  with 
the  letter  F,  is  dated  in  August,  1812; — it  is  writ- 
ten in  the  margin  of  the  codicil  of  February,  1810|, 
and  is  attested  by  Mr.  Boodle  and  WiHiam  Taylor^, 
and  by  that,  the  books  and  pictures  at  Shawfield 
Lodge,  after  the  death  of  his  brother  John,  are 
given  to  Mr.  Trevillian  :— however,  this  codicil  is 
embodied  in  the  next,  which  the  Court  is  going  to 
state ; — it  is  marked  with  the  letter  G,  and  bears 
date  the -Sd  of  September,  1812,  two  days  after- 
wards : — ^it  is  attested  by  Mr.  Boodle^  William 
Taylor,  and  William  Colebom,  and  revokes  the 
appointment  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  as  one  of 
his  executors,  both  in  the  event  of  his  dying  in  the 
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vising  his  brother ;— and  it  appoints  Mr.  Kinleside      Term. 
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an  executor  in  both  events :  it  revokes  the  bequest 
of  the  books  and  pictures  to  Mr.  Benjamin  Har- 
rison^ and  gives  them  to  his  brother  for  life^  and  Haabiaok 
then  to  Mn  Trevillian. 

The  third  codicil  bears  date  the  21st  of  March, 
1814,  and  is  in  the  deceased's  own  hand  writing, 
signed  by  him^  but  not  attested  by  any  witness : 
and  it  declares  his  wish  to  give  Sbawfield  Lodge 
estate  and  premises  to  his  residuary  legatee,  the 
Rev.  William  Kinleside,  and  revokes  the  legacy 
left  to  Mr.  Paul  Maiin. 

The  last  codicil,  which  is  in  duplicate,  marked 
I  and  K,  bears  date  the  27th  of  April,  1814,  one 
of  the  duplicates,  that  marked  1,  being  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  deceased  himself,  and  attested  by 
three  witnesses ;  it  revokes  all  the  devises  and  be- 
quests given  to  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  and  Mr. 
Paul  Malin,  and  it  revokes  their  appointment  as 
executors ;— it  revokes  the  bequest  of  the  books 
and  pictures  to  Mr.  Trevillian,  and  gives  all  the 
property  at  Widmore,  and  all  his  plate,  china,  and 
also  the  books  and  pictures,  live  and  dead  stock 
whatsoever,  to  Mr.  Kinleside;  and  it  again  appoints 
Mr.  Kinleside  the  residuary  legatee  and  devisee. 

These  are  the  contested  instruments,  and  the 
dispositions  contained  in  them. — As  all  the9e  in- 
struments, upon  the  face  of  them,  are  regularly 
executed  and  attested,  and  are  admitted  to  have 
been  signed  by  the  testator,  and  witnessed  by  the 
several  persons  whose  names  are  subscribed  to 
them,  it  may  appear  proper  to  examine,  in  the 


454  CASES  DETERMIMED  TH  Wfi 

1818.      first  pkce^  the  f  rounds  upon  which  the  execution 
Term.      ^  them  IS  to  be  impeached^  before  the  Court  can 
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well  estimate  the  weight  and  force  of  the  evidence 
which  is  oflered  in  support  of  the  execution.  * 
Harrison.  The  grounds  of  opposition  are  of  two  sorts  :— 
the  firsts  that  the  deceased  laboured  under  mental 
imbecilh'ty,  so  as  to  be  utterly  incapable  of  any 
testamentary  act  whatever;  the  second  is^  (but 
which  applies  to  the  two  codicils  only)  that  they 
were  obtained  from  the  deceased  by  fraud,  and  cir«- 
cumvention^  and  importunity. 

The  material  parts  of  the  plea^  detailing  these 
grounds  of  opposition^  are  to  this  effect.  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrison,  in  the  fifth  article  of  bis  alle- 
gation^ states  that  about  1812  the  mental  faculties, 
and  especially  the  memory  of  Mr.  Andrews  Har- 
rison^ had  become  weakened  from  his  great  age, 
and  the  general  decay  of  nature,  and^  about  the 
middle  of  that  year,  were  so  much  impaired  as  to 
render  him  Incapable  of  comprehending  the  state 
of  bis  afiairs,  or  of  recollecting  those  about  him, 
or  of  understanding  what  passed  in  conversation-; 
— ^that  the  deceased  was,  from  that  time  to  the  time 
of  his  death,  childish  and  incapable  of  the  managC'- 
ment  of  his  affairs,  and  was  so  considered  and 
treated  by  the  said  Sarah  Jukes,  and  the  other 
persons  about  him  ;  and  in  consequence  thereof, 
the  servants  and  all  others,  from  that  time  down  to 
the  time  of  his  death,  used  to  apply  to  Mr.  Kinle- 
side  or  Mrs.  Jukes  for  orders.  The  deceased  had 
lost  the  knowledge  and  recollection  of  his  friends 
and  acquaintance,  and  when  any  person  called,  it 
was  necessary  to  explain  who  they  were^  otherwise 
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that  he  frequently  got  up  in  the  middle  of  the  night      Term. 
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and  lighted  hit  candle^  and  would  Buffer  it  to  'burn 

out  in  the  socket  ;-^that  he  would  frequently  make 

water  in  the  fire  in  the  presence  of  Mrs  Jukes^   Eamzibow, 

being  utterly  uneonsoious  of  the  impropriety  of  so 

doing ; — that  he  was  unimpressed  by  the  death  of 

his  brother^  which  took  place  in  November^  1813; 

that  he  took  very  little  notice  of  it^  and  was  in  no    ^ 

degree  moved  or  afS&cted  thereby ;  and  then  it  goes 

on  to  state  other  circumstances^  shewing  entire  in« 

capacity  in  the  deceased. 

The  second  ground  which  is  set  forth  in  a  sub- 
sequent article  is/ that  Mr.  Kinleside^  Mrs.  Jukes^ 
,and  Mr.  Wells^  repeatedly  urged  and  pressed  the 
deceased  to  give  the  Widmore  estate  to  the  Rev. 
William  Kinleside^  and  particularly  after  the  death 
of  his  brother  John  Hairison  ;  that  for  that  pur- 
pose a  Mr.  Latter  drew  up  a  codicil  without  any 
instructions  from  the  deceased ;  that  the  deceased 
being  pressed  to  make  a  copy^  did  so,  after  re- 
peated attempts,  and  at  different  intervals,  with  the 
assistance  of  Mrs.  Jukes,  although  he  was  incapa* 
ble  of  understanding  the  n(ieaning  and  import  of  it, 
and  that,  on  the  day  of  the  execution,  he  was  not 
of  sound  mind,  nor  capable  of  making  a  codicil.--^ 
So  tbat^  according  to  this  plea,  here  was  entire 
incapacity  in  the  first  place ;  and,  in  the  second 
{dace>  here  was  importunity^  by  which  this  instru- 
ment  was  obtained  from  the  deceased; 

In  answer  to  this  it  is  pleaded,  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Kinleside,  in  support  of  the  capacity^  that  the 
deceased  bad    for  many  years  been   subject  to 
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1818.      nervous  attacks ;  that  the  effect  of  those  attacks 
^rm.      sometimes  cofitinued  for  a  few  minutes  only^  but  at 


other  times  for  some  hours^  and  that^  except  when 
Kim^EsiDE    unj^r  the  influence  of  such  attacks,  the  deceased 

Harrisov.  was  at  all  times^  in  the  years  1812,  1813,  and  1814, 
and  down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  of  sound  mind, 
memory,  and  understanding, — ^knew  his  friends, — 
conversed  with  them,— ^corresponded  with  Mr.  Kin- 
leside  and  other  friends^— every  day  read  aloud  to 
Mrs.  Jukes  the  Psalms,  and  Scriptures,  and  Les- 
sons of  the  day, — drew  drafts, — entered  his  accounts 
in  a  book,  all  which  accounts  are  exhibited,— played 
cards,  and  so  on,  and  was  fully  capable  of  making 
the  several  instruments  which  are  opposed. 

These  are  the  cases  set  up  on  both  sides ;— and, 
in  support  of  the  different  pleas  many  witnesses 
have  been  examined,  and  their  depositions  contain 
one  of  the  largest  bodies  of  evidence  that  has  ever 
been  exhibited  in  these  courts. 

From  what  lias  been  already  stated,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  leading  point  in  the  cause  is  the  deceased's 
capacity.  To  all  persons  who  are  in  any  degree 
conversant  will^  proceedings  in  this  court,  it  is  well 
known,  that  upon  the  point  of  capacity,  evidence 
apparently  the  roost  contradictory  frequently  oc- 
curs ;— nor  is  the  circumstance  difficult  to  be  ac- 
counted for,  without  imputing  to  either  set  of 
witnesses  intentional  falsehood ;— and  certainly  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Court  to  endeavour  in  candour  to 
reconcile  apparent  contradictions,  rather  than  to 
attribute  perjury  to  those  who  are  called  upon  to 
give  evidence  before  it.  In  the  first  phce,  it  may 
be  observed,  that  a  large  portion  of  evidence  to 
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capacity  is  evidence  of  mere  opinion ;  and  upon  i^iS. 
matters  of  opinion  mankind  differ,  even  to  a  pro-  j\frm. 
verb.  In  the  next  place,  there  is  no  fixed  standard 
by  which  each  witness  fixes  and  estimates  his  opi- 
nion of  capacity  ; — one  person,  seeing  a  testator  in  HARBxsoif. 
extreme  age,  or  under  extreme  sickness,  thinks, 
that  if  he  knows  those  about  him,  and  can  answer 
an  ordinary  question  with  respect  to  the  state  of 
his  illness,  or  of  his  wants,  such  and  similar  mat- 
ters render  him  capable  of  giving  effect  to  a  dis- 
position by  will,  however  complicated  it  may  be, 
by  the  mere  formal  execution  of  the  instrument ; 
while  another  person  may  be  of  opinion  that  though 
a  testator  is  in  the  ordinary  management  of  his  own 
affairs,— can  hold  reasonable  conversation, — can  fully 
comprehend  all  the  usual  and  simple  transactions 
of  life,  yet  if  he  is,  unable  to  take  the  active  ma^ 
nagement  of  all  bis  concerns,  however  complicated 
those  concerns  may  be,  or  if  he  is  liable  to  become 
confused  by  entering  into  intricate  transactions,  he 
is  totally  incapable,  and  cannot  enter  into  a  testa- 
mentary disposition,  however  plain  and  simple  it 
may  be.  Now,  where  opinions  are  formed  by  such 
different  standards,  it  is  obvious  that  much  variety 
must  take  place. 

Differences  will  also  arise  from  other  causes  : — 
first,  from  the  different  abilities  of  witnesses  to 
form  such  opinions  ; — secondly,  from  their  differeiit 
opportunities  of  seeing  the  person  ; — and,  thirdly, 
from  the  different  state  and  condition  of  the  testae- 
tor's  mind  at  different  times.  It  is  certainly  true 
that  the  study  of  the  human  mind  is  an  abstruse 
science  ;-*-the  different  lines  and  traits  of  the  un- 
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1S18.      derstandkig  ane  matters  which  attract  the  notice 
Term,      ^^d  consideration  of  the  intelligent ;  ignorant  per- 
^^^^^^^^^    BODS  and  enlightened  persons  will  form  v^ry  dMFer- 
INLE8IOS   ^^^  opinions  upon  subjects  of  this  kind  :  ignorant 
Harrison,  persons,  servants,  and  those  in  their  condiAion, 
who  Ibrni  their  judgments  in  the  conversation  of 
the  kitchen  circle,  are  v^  apt  to  form  erroneous 
(pinions  on  matters  of  this  sort ;  and  this  will  be 
the  case,  even  without  throwing  in  the  additional 
ingredient  which  takes  place  in  those  circles,  the 
loose   suspicions  and   prejudices  by  wbi^  their 
judgments  are  often  biassed  and  carried  out  of 
their  true  course.    In  the  next  place,  from  the  dif- 
ferent opportuaities  persons  have  of  judging  they 
will  form  different  opinions :  persons  who  see  a 
testator  only  occasionally  will  fprm  different  opi" 
nions  from  those  who  have  better  opportunities  of 
judging.    We  know  that  little  appearand^s  occur- 
ring in  this  way  are  extremely  fallacious,  yet  we  often 
find  occasional  observers  depose  with  great  confi- 
dence. It  frequently  happens  that  the  most  ignorant 
are  the  most  confident.    In  this  case  we  have  an 
under  gardener  speaking  of  the  deceased,  who  was 
always  deaf,  sometimes  nervous,  and  whom  he  only 
sees  in  the  garden,  but  seldom  converses  with  him, 
yet  venturing  to  swear,  (truly,  I  have  no  doubt 
in  his  own  opinion)  that  he  is  qikite  certain  the  de- 
ceased was  not  capable  of  making  a  codicil  during 
any  part  of  a  particular  months  which  happened 
three  years  before  his  examination. — ^This  kind  of 
opinion  is  still  more  various  where  the  testator's  ca- 
pacity is  fluctuating,— where  he  is  sometimes  better 
and  sometimes  worse ;  and  this  is  generally  the  case 
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with  persons  labouring  uRder  old  age^  or  other  in-       ]8t8* 
firmities ;  it  is  so^  eren  where  there  is  no  special      q^^^ 
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attack  occasionallj  operating;  accidental  cold,  or 
other  indisposition,  often  renders  an  old  infirm 
person  worse  one  day  than  another ;  after  a  good  Il4«iii8oir. 
or  bad  night  a  person  will  be  alert  or  doll ;  so 
after  a  night's  sleep,  a  person  may  be  active  and 
capable  ef  considerable  exertion  even  in  matters  of 
lousiness,  who,  in  the  afternoon,  while  the  process 
of  digestion  is  going  on,  shall  appear  drowsy  and 
torpid,  and  not  able  to  rouse  himself  into  action^ 
The  hnroour  of  a  testator  will  also  sometimes 
make  him  apparently  almost  fatnons,  or  indaoe 
him  to  rouse  himself  into  exertion,  as  the  occasion 
is  either  interesting  or  disagreeaUe  to  his  inclina- 
tions. Now,  these  different  considerations,  (and 
4hey  might  be  much  more  spread)  while  they  tend 
to  reconcile  the  apparent  contradictions  of  wit- 
nesses, render  it  necessary  for  the  Court  to  weigh 
such  evidence  with  very  great  attention— to  rely 
but  little  upon  mere  opinion — to  IcKik  at  the  grounds 
upon  which  opinions  are  formed,  and  to  be  guided 
in  its  own  judgment  by  facts  proved^  and  by  adis 
done,  rather  than  by  the  judgment  of  olibers. 
These  preliminary  observations  may,  by  being  ap- 
plied to  the  evidence,  save  the  time  and  trouble 
of  repealing  them  when  the  depositions  cone  to 
lie  stated. 

In  this  Coort  it  has  been  usual,  in  suck  cases  as 
the  present,  where  there  is  a  contrariety  of  evi- 
dence  upon  a  variety  of  different  transactions,  to 
state  the  depositions  pretty  much  at  length,  in 
order  to  shew  more  distinctly  the  grounds  upon 
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1818.      which  the  court  decides ;  but  really;  in  the  mass 
Term.      ^^  evidence  in  this  case^  it  is  hardly  possible  to 


state  any  considerable  part  of  it^  which  can  bear 
KiNLEsiDE  j^^y  proportion  at  all  to  the  whole.  The  utmost 
Harbisov.  that  the  Court  can  do  is>  to  state  such  general 
outlines  and  leading  features  of  the  depositions  as 
shall  pretty  much  shew  the  complexion  of  the  evi- 
dence. This  I  shall  endeavour  to  do  as  much  as 
possible  in  the  terms  used  by  the  witnesses  them- 
selves, proposing,  first,  to  consider  the  evidence 
as  to  capacity  and  its  result,  and  then  to  examine 
the  proofs  of  the  factum  and  the  charges  of  fraud 
which  are  imputed  in  the  course  of  that  evidence. 
There  are  some  facts  however  which,  without 
reference  to  the  evidence,  may  be  stated  histori- 
cally, they  being  assumed  and  admitted  on  both 
sides,  and  not  liable  to  controversy.  The  deceased 
and  his  brother  Mr.  John  Harrison,  had  been  in 
business  together  in  London,  from  which,  having 
made  a  fortune,  they  retired  to  Widmore,  in  the 
county  of  Kent.  The  deceased,  who  seems  to 
have  been  at  all  times  rather  averse  to  the  trouble 
of  housekeeping,  resided  with  the  uncle  of  Mr. 
Wells,  at  BicUey;  Mr.  John  Harrison  living  at 
that  time  in  a  small  house  in  the  neighbourhood. 
Mrs.  Jukes,  whose  husband  I  think  was  cousin  to 
the  deceased,  and  had  formerly  lived  at  Bickley, 
upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  was  invited  by 
the  deceased  to  return  to  that  neighbourhood,  and 
reside  in  a  house  he  took  for  her  residence.  In 
the  year  1809,  the  deceased  left  the  house  of  Mr. 
Wells,  and  went  to  reside  with  Mrs.  Jukes,  where 
he  continued  till  the  time  of  his  death.    Soon  after 
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his  going  to  live  at  Widmore  with  IVfcs.  Jukes,  the  1818. 
place  was  on  sale^  the  deceased  purchased  it,  and  Term. 
on  a  part  of  it  he  built  Shawfield  Lodge,  which  ^-^^v-^*^ 
was  intended  for  the  joint  residence  of  himself  and  ^''^^'^^ 
his  brother.  His  brother  went  to  reside  in  it,  but  Hahrisou* 
the  deceased  continued  io  reside  with  Mrs.  Jukes. 
Mr.  John  Harrison  inhabited  Shawfield  Lodge^ 
down  to  the  time  of  his  death  in  1813 ;  he  hav* 
ing,  about  two  years  before  his  death,  through  age 
and  infirmity,  been  reduced  to  childishness  and  im* 
becillily,  and  during  the  period  of  that  childishness 
and  imbecillity  the  deceased  managed  the  money 
concerns  of  his  brother,  Mr.  John  Harrison,  and 
furnished  money  for  his  purposes  ;  but  the  more  im- 
mediate business  of  Mr.  John  Harrison,  paying  his 
bills,  looking  over  his  accounts,  and  other  matters  of 
that  sort,  was  executed  first  by  Mr.  Paul  Malin,  and 
afterwards,  from  the  beginning  of  1813,  by  Mr. 
Kinleside.  Mr.  John  Harrison  made  a  will  much 
to  the  effect  of  that  of  Mr.  Andrews  Harrison, 
leaving  many  legacies,  but  leaving  the  residue  to 
his  brother  Mr.  Andrews  Harrison;  and  in  No* 
vember  1813,  Mr.  Andrews  Harrison  took  pro« 
bate  of  that  will  with  the  other  executors,  and 
survived  about  two  years  and  a  quarter. — Such  is 
the  outline  of  his  history. 

There  are  some  other  particulars  which  admit  of 
no  controversy ;  he  was  the  elder  of  the  two  bra* 
thers,  and  he  had  attained  the  very  unusual  age  of 
about  ninety,  so  that  he  was  from  eighty-six  to 
eighty-eight  when  these  codicils  were  made :  a  great 
age,  exceeding  even  the  age  when  we  are  told  that 
^'  the  strength  of  man  is  but  labour  and  sorrow.*' 
This  raises  some  doubt  of  capacity,  but  only  so 
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i»r8*      fiu"  a0  to  exjciie  tbe  vigilance  of  the  Court ;  for  tbe 
Term.      1^  w  allows  tt  persoQ  at  any  age  to  make  a  will^  pro* 
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vided  be  retains  the  disposing  facolties  of  his  mind* 
Age  is  an  uncertain  criterion  of  mental  powers;,  for 
HAftftisoic  those  powers  are  often  retained  by  persons  even 
above  that  age  in  a  greater  degree  of  perfection 
than  they  are  by  others,  twenty  years  kss  advanced 
in  life,  who  may  yet  have  no  other  apparent  infirmi* 
ties  than  those  of  age.  The  deceased  mast  bare  had 
rather  extraordinary  faculties  for  his  age,  if  we 
look  to  nothing  but  tbe  will  itself,  which  is  not 
controverted ;  he  was  eighty-two  then  ;  it  is  a 
most  complicated  disposition  of  personal  property ; 
it  is  made  by  Mr.  Boodle,  who  is  a  very  cautious 
and  respectable  solicitor,  and  who  would  not  in- 
terfere further  than  was  necessary  to  carry  into 
effect  the  intentions  of  the  deceased ;  and  yet  we 
find  that  the  deceased,  at  this  very  advanced  age, 
with  only  this  cautious  assistant^  is  able  to  frame 
this' very  complicated  will ;  of  that  will,  however, 
these  codicils  contain  very  considerable  alterations ; 
and  when  a  person  in  a  very  advanced  stage  of 
life  makes  considerable  alterations  in  an  instru- 
ment solemnly  and  cautiously  made,  the  circum- 
stance tends  further  to  excite  the  jealousy  and 
vigilance  of  the  Court,  and  such  an  alteration 
claims  still  further  attention,  where  the  will  itself 
is  made  in  some  degree  as  a  sort  of  reciprocal 
willj  in  Conjunction  with  a  brother,  with  at  least 
a  full  communication  of  their  intentions^  each  pro* 
vidiog  for  the  event  of  surviving  the  other. 

Now,  though  it  is  admitted,  that  this  circum- 
slance  imposed  no  legal  obligation  upon  the  sur- 
vivor^  of  not  making  any  alteration — that  there 
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was  DO  express  condition  of  any  kind  between  }P^ 
them ; — nor^  as  it  will  appear  by  tbe  eTidence,  Term. 
was  there  a  distiqct  understandinff  to  that  effect;  ^*^'v-w/ 
yet^  though  it  imposed  no  moral  obligation  upon  ^^ 
the  survivor  not  to  make  any  alterations,  it  would  HARawoK. 
at  least  induce  him  to  proceed  with  extreme  un- 
willingness, to  alter  those  dispositions  which  had 
been  settled  between  him  and  his  brother,  unless 
there  should  occnr  some  rational  cause  for  such  al- 
terations ;  but,  beyond  this  length,  I  never  could 
understand  the  reasoning,  which  was  so  much 
pressed- at  the  bar,  both  upon  the  admission  of  tbe 
allegation,  and  afterwards,  on  the  hearing  of  tbe 
cause,  upon  this  point,  and  which  seems  to  have 
made  some  impression  upon  the  parties  themselves, 
as  well  as  upon  some  of  the  witnesses  who  have 
been  examined.  For,  on  the  other  hand,  if  ther£ 
did,  in  the  opinion  of  the  testator,  exist  a  rational 
cause  for  making  an  alteration,  be  would  not  only 
consider  that  he  had  a  moral  right  to  do  it,  bat 
he  would  have  thought  that  his  brother  would  have 
concurred  as  much  in  that  opinion,  as  that  he  en- 
tertained it  himself;  for,. as  the  witnesses  state, 
they  were  most  affectionate  and  confidential,  and 
^'  had  but  one  mind ;''  and,  therefore,  he  would 
naturally  conceive,  that  his  brother^  if  he  knew 
tbe  circumstances,  would  accompany  him  in  the 
alteration  upon  those  rational  grounds  which  ex^ 
isted  for  the  making  of  such  alteration :  for  exam- 
ple, as  occurs  here ;  each  had,  in  case  of  being 
the  survivor,  given  to  Mr.  Paul  Malin  18,0002., 
they  afterwards  gave  up  to  this  young  man  a  bond 
and  note  for  13,0002. ;  they  Uien  each  of  them 
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reduced  his  legacy  to  5000/.^  and  each  of  thenr^ 
in  the  reduction  of  that  legacy^  (for  it  is  so  de- 
clared in  the  codicil  itself)  looked  to  the  residue 
being  at  least  1 1^000/.  Now,  if  after  the  death  of 
either^  or  if  after  the  incapacity  of  either^  Mr. 
Paul  Malin  had>  by  a  further  bond^  incurred  a 
further  debt  of  5000/.  in  the  life-time  of  the  party^ 
inrhich  debt  was  given  up  to  Mr.  Paul  Malin^  or 
was  lost  through  his  bankruptcy^  by  which  he 
would  in  fact  receive  his  5000/.^  and  by  which 
loss^  if  the  legacy  was  al^o  to  take  place^  the  resi* 
due  might  be  reduced  to  6000Z.  instead  of  1 1^000^. 
would  not  the  survivor  say^  it  was  neither  my 
brother's  intention  nor  my  own^  that  Mr.  Paul 
Malin  should  have  the  sum  of  5000Z.  in  our  life« 
time^  and  the  residue  be  reduced  to  6000/. ;  and> 
therefore^  in  rescinding  an4  revoking  the  legacy, 
I  am  not  only  doing  what  I  the  survivor  think 
just^  but  I  am  carrying  into  effect  the  intention  of 
my  deceased  brother  also.  In  an  alteration  of  this 
sort^  or  any  other  alteration^  he  might  conceive 
he  had  rational  grounds  for  making  it^  and  in  which 
he  might  therefore  conceive  his  brother  would 
concur.  I  can  see  nothing  which  imposed  on  hitn 
a  moral  obligation^  or  made  him  unwilling  to  make 
the  alteration.  But  at  last  this  is  a  mere  circum-. 
stance  of  inference  and  probability,  bearing  on 
the  capacity ;  for  if  the  capacity  and  volition  are 
proved,  the  legal  right  to  make  the  alteration  is 
not  at  all  denied. 

Another  fact  not  controverted,  is  the  occasional 
incapacity  of  the  deceased/  arising  from  certain 
nervous  attacks,  comru^  on  at  different  times,  and 


their  effcote  of  difibrent  dumttopa ;  and  during  Ihole      1810* 
attacks  it  is  admitted  the  deei^afied  wai  incapabla      7^ 


of  any  rational  act.    This  eirramstancej  however^ 

bears  npon  the  gbm  in  ti^o  opposite  directioDi ;  it   ^^^^^^ 

renders^  in  the  fijrst  plape,  tiie  capacity  at  laart  Ba^i^ii^k. 

flqctnatinnf^  and  imposes  on  the  parly  setting  np 

Ihese  instrumenty,  the  obligation  of  proving  that 

at  other  times  the  deceased  was  capable^  and  that 

these  instrumenls  were  made  daring  that  capacity ; 

bnt^  on  the  other  hand^  if  tbe3e  attaicks  produced 

enly  a  temporary  incapacity,  and  the  deceased  was 

ai  other  tisses  ki  fnll  possession  of  his  mental^ 

powers^  these  occasional  attacks  acconat  for  tbe 

epiaion^^of  many  of  the  persons  who  only  saw  ti^ 

deceased  occasioAally,  f^ld  take  off,  therefore^  mneh 

sf  tiae  effect  and  weight  they  attribute  U>  the  in^- 

etances  they  addnee.    Tbis  consideration  abo  ren* 

ders  it  liie  less  necessary  for  the  Conrt  to  entor 

into  the  particular  instances  of  the  deosased's  not 

knowing  persons,  or  beginning  to  nodcess  himself 

in  the  day-time,  or  other  drcumsduu^es  of  Ibia 

sort ;  for Jt  is  admtted*  tbens  were  iimes  in  whieb 

4he  deceased  was  in  a  state  in  wbicb  be  £d  not 

Mdy  not  repoUectj  bni  fio\dd  not  be  made  .Co  nn^* 

ders tand  persons  m  things,  the  degree  w  wbicb  be 

was  affected  bewg  different  at  different  tbnes.  Thai 

ibe  deceased  was  snt^ieet  to  ix>naidemfale  deAfhess 

is  also  admitted.    This  defect  iriways  mabss  a  peri- 

aon  appear  to  disadvantage  ia  sooiely ;  aodAo  ac^ 

cidentaji  observers^  not  being  able  io  ibear  every 

tiiiiog  that  passes^  be  appears  dnV  and  stnpid,  and 

k  in  reality  leas  excited  and  entertained  ia  com- 

fmy  than  otber  persons ;  yet  such  a  person  may, 

VOL.  II.  g  H 
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1BI8.      when  he  does  hear^  perfectly  understand^  and  be 
Term.      ^^^^  ^  converse  quite  rationally.    The  deceased 
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was  nervous  and  low  spirited  when  any  thing  af<* 
fected  him. — If  then  we  picture  to  ourselves  a  per- 
HiRBiseir.  son  approaching  to  ninety  yelirs^  deaf  and  nervous^ 
walking  in  his  garden  or  in  his  immediate  neigh- 
bourhood^ such  a  person  meeting  the  observations 
of  those  who  occasionally  saw  him^  would  not  make 
a  very  favourable  impression  as  to  his  capacity ; 
while  it  might  be^  that>  if  he  entered  into  con- 
versation with  them^  he  would  shew  that  he  was 
in  possession  of  considerable  mental  powers.  Some 
of  his  bodily  powers  were  very  good^  except  when 
under  these  attacks  ;  his  health  was  good^  and  he 
was  so  alert  he  could  run  up  stairsy  which  he  some- 
times did^  to  avoid  Mrs.  Jukes's  visitors^  who  be 
did  not  wish  to  see,  being  rather  a  shy  man.  His 
eye-sight  was  perfect^  therefore^  his  not  knowing 
persons  did  not  arise  from  any  defect  of  sight ; 
he  read  the  newspaper^  and  the  psalms,  and  the 
lessons  of  the  day  without  spectacles,  and  wrote  a 
fair  hand  to  the  time  of  his  death. — ^Now  these 
facts  are  so  clear  they  cannot  be  controverted ;  and 
having  stated  them  and  the  way  they  bear  upon 
the  case,  the  Court  will  now  proceed  to  a  review 
of  the  evidence  upon  the  great  controverted  point 
of  the  capacity  ot  the  deceased, — or,  as  it  is  more 
technically  described,  his  mind,  memory,  and  un- 
derstanding, and  his  competence  to  do  any  act 
requiring  thought,  judgment,  or  reflection. 

In  support  of  the  plea  alleging  all  these  facts, 
thirteen  witnesses  have  been  examined ;  seven  of 
those  were  either  servants  of  Mr.  John  Harrison, 
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the  brother^  or  persons  in  that  condition  of  life,      i^^^* 
three  others  are  gentlemen,  acquaintances  of  the  de«      Term. 


ceased,  who  visited  him  occasionally,  and  the  remain- 
ing thrpe  were  the  maid-servants  of  Mrs.  Jokes.  '  ^^ 

The  first  witness  examined  is  Mr.  William  Tat-   Harrhow^ 
ton;  he  lived  as  butler  to  Mr.  John  Harrison  for 
thirty-five  years,  and  he  deposes  to  incapacity  pretty 
nearly  in  the  terms  of  the  plea,  and  in  some  in-- 
itances  perhaps  beyond  it,  for  he  carries  it  further 
back;  he  says  ''he  does  not  entertain  any- doubt 
that  the  deceased's  memory  and  mental  fkcultres 
had  become  so  weakened  from  great  age,  that  in 
or  about  1812,  he  was  incapable  of  comprehend- 
ing the  state  of  his  affairs ;  he  could  for  the  most 
part  understand  what  passed  in  conversation  at  the 
time^  but  could  not  retain  it,  his  memory  was  so 
exceedingly  impaired  at  particular  times;  on  oc- 
casions, which  occurred  frequently,  he  could  not 
understand  any  thing,  but  was  quite  lost  and  child- 
ish, and  nine  times  out  of  ten  the  deceased  did 
not  know  any  person  unless  he  was  told  who  it 
was,  and  excepting  those  who  were  constantly 
about  bim,  and  in  attendance  on  him*    He  has    . 
seen  him  at  Shawfield,    when   he    would    walk 
through  the  house  and  aboi|t  the  garden  without 
speaking  a  word  to  any  one ;  that  when  he  did 
speak  it  was  commonly  not  more  than  to  ask  '  how 
is  my  brother }'  he  would  burst  out  crying,  as  fre- 
quently as  not,  and  appeared  to  be  very  gloomy 
and  unhappy,  but  which  the  deponent  supposed  to 
proceed  in  a  great  measure  from  his  seeing  his 
brother  in  the  state  in  which  he  was ;  that  from  the 
beginning  or  middle  of  1813,  the  deceased  was  ia 
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1818.      a  vefy  efaiidish  state,  incapaUe  of  tbe  manage- 
Term.      VEkttA  Df  bis  afeirs,  and  from  that  time  he  can- 


tiiiPiied  \0  grow  worse,  down  to  the  last  time  the 
K111LB8IBE  jgp^j^^gjjj  ^^  YAm,  which  Waa  aboal  a  month  after 

HASBHor.  the  death  of  M i*.  John  Harrison  ;  there  were  in- 
tervak  daring  which  the  deceased  did  know  what 
he  was  doing,  but  they  were  of  Tery  short  durt-* 
tic^i  and  thoagh  he  knew  what  be  was  abottt  at 
the  time,  his  recollection  of  the  past  Was  very  de-^ 
fieieot.  Tbe  deponent  was  very  little  down  at  th6 
bovse  of  Mrs.  Jakes,  where  the  deceased  Kved ; 
he  never  went  there  except  when  sent  on  a  message. 
In  1812  the  deponent  bad  the  care  of  tbe  donaestic 
eoneenis  at  Shawfield :  the  deceased  osed  to  ask 
him  for  his  book  of  iyeekly  expencea,  which  be 
woald  lock  ap,  without  kxAifig  at,  and  keep  it 
for  two  or  thre6  days^  tffl,  as  happened  aome^ 
times,  Mrs^  Jenkins,  a  fle^bonr,  came  to  Shaw" 
ficM/  and  she  iMked  it  over  and  told  him  it  vrai  all 
righlj  and  then  be  retdmed  it  to  the  deponent." 
He  says  Bpoo  the  ninth'  interrogatory  ''  that  he 
never  settled  an  aceount  vrith  tbe  deoeaised :  Mr. 
.  Kinleside  alwttys  settled  with  tbe  reapondent  dur* 
ing  18i8^  though  be  might  have  deceived  money 
from  bim  between  Mr.  Malin's  accident  and  Mr. 
Kinleside's  taking  tbe  management,  which  was  the 
beginning  of  1813,  he  believes  he  did  receive 
eith^  a  dnrft  or  bank  note  frokn  tbe  deceaaed, 
but  he  does  not  remfemlm  bating  reoetved  either 
from  bim  at  any  other  time  i  there  vras  no  more 
business  transacted  between  bim  and  the  deceased 
than  that  tbe  deceased's  man  wonld  t^I  the  de^ 
ceased  that  the  respondent  wanted  money^  and 
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^^lien  t1>e  4ec6ft6ed  came  up  lie  wcwld  -bring  ^k/'       i»i8. 
Jie  says  upon  the  tiecond  interrogatory,   '*  that      g^,^^ 


«ooB  after  the  death  of  the  iestator,  the  produceiit 

4okl  the  respondent,  that  4ie  meant  to  dispute  Mine    *"'^«»"^ 

fNtrts  of  the  deceased'^  testamentary  {Ntpers,  and   CUaaisoir. 

iie  adsed  the  respondent  if  he  nemearii^efed  some 

general  circumstances,   and  if  be  4id  he  should 

call  upon  him.    He  bas  aeen  4be  psoduoent  ivMOb 

«iace,  who  afterwards  w^rote  to  liie  irsspondenit  to 

request  bim  to  get  the  witnesses  together  at  Brom* 

9ey,  x>n  Monday  dast,  and  to  get  Fuxaey  lofirom- 

Jey  on  the  Saturday  before,  and  io  get  lodgings 

for  4he  examiner  ;*^  and  this  witness,  iMbo  is  vouched, 

fi^uezey,  says,  on  the  second  interrogatory,  ''that 

Tatton  sent  *1o  bim  one  day  last  year  to  come  to 

his  house  to  meet  the  producent,  who  then  asked 

4iim  some  questions  similar  to  those  now  -put.  ile 

idoes  not  now  remenvber  very  particularly  wimt'then 

passed,  but  he  tbou^bt  the  business  at  an  end,  till 

•one  day  last  wecAc,  when  Mr.  Tatton  desired 'bim 

4o  meet  the  producent  again  at  his  house/' 

Oertainly,  in  Ibe  judgment  of  this  man,  Tett- 
4on,  tbe  deceased  was  incapable  of  making  4us 
^wi)l,  but  there  are  some  circumstances  in  bis  evi- 
4ence^  which  makes  the  Court  rather  hesitate  in 
eoncurritig  in 'his  opinion,  however  sincere  hctmay 
-be  in  giving  it.  Prom  bis  answer  to  'th^  second 
interrogatory,  which  bas  just  been  started,  it  ap-  , 
•pears,  that  soon  after  the  death  of  the  deceased, 
4)e  was  employed  as  a  sort  of  agents  and  tbatjie 
is  again  emplojFsd  for  the  purpose  of  collecting 
*4he  witnesses  together :  'this  is  very  apt  with  ^per- 
•sons  in  bis  ^condition  an  4tfe  -to  create  a  ^ort  of 
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1818.      bias  upon  the  judgment.    He   principally  forms 
Term.      ^^^  opinion  from  seeing  this  old  gentleman  coming 


to  Shawfield^  much  distressed  at  his  brother's  ill- 
INLESI9S  jjggg^  walking  through  the  rooms  or  about  the 
Harbison,  gardens^  and  not  conversing  with  him ; — ^the  de- 
ceased seldom  asking  him  any.  other  questions  than 
how  his  brother  did^  or  for  his  book  of  accounts. 
He  Tent«re8^  however^  upon  these  means  of  know- 
ledge, to  depose  to  some  of  these  points.  He 
says^  he  was  seldom  at  Mrs.  Jukes%  and  never 
went  there  except  when  sent  on  a  message ;  and 
yet  he  ventures  to  depose  that  the  deceased,  nine 
times  out  of  ten,'  did  not  know  any  person  unless 
he  was  told  before  hand  who  it  was.  Now,  how 
Tatton  could  know  this,  who,  perhaps,  was  not 
present  once  in  twenty  times,  when  any  of  the 
deceased's  friends  approached  him,  it  is  difficult 
to  conjecture.  Again,  he  says,  that  the  deceased 
asked  for  his  book  of  weekly  expences,  which  he 
would  lock  up  without  looking  at,  till  he  had  an 
opportunity  of  consulting  some  other  person  upon 
Ihe  correctness  of  his  book.  Now,  how  should 
the  witness  know  this ;  the  deceased  kept  4he  book 
two  or  three  days ;  it  is  proved  that  he  transacted 
his  business  in  his  own  room,  at  Mrs.  Jukes's ; 
and,  therefore,  the  witness  could  not  know  whe- 
ther he  judged  of  the  book  from  his  own  cdhsider- 
ation,  or  the  assistance  of  any  other  person.  He 
says,  that  he  might  receive  one  or  two  drafts  in 
1812,  but  that  in  1813  he  did  no  business  with 
him ;  but  it  comes  out  in  a  further  part  of  the  in- 
terrogatories, that  when  Tatton  wanted  money, 
he  used  to  tell  the  deceased's  servant  that  he  wanted 
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money,  and  that  the  deceased  when  he  came  up  to  i^is. 
Shawfield  would  bring  it.  It  so  happens  that  in  TVm. 
this  very  year,  1813,  when  the  witness  says  he  re-  ^'^^^'^^^ 
ceived  no  draft  at  all  from  the  deceased,  here  are  ^^^^^^ 
no  less  than  sixteen  drafts  drawn  in  favour  of  Tat-  Harrisoit. 
ton  ;  three  only  out  of  the  sixteen  are  filled  up  by 
Mr.  Kinleside,  the  others  are  filled  up  by  the  de- 
ceased, and  they  are  all  signed  by  him.  In  the 
year  1813,  Mr.  Kinleside  was  at  Shawfield  but  a 
small  portion  of  his  time ;  the  witnesses,  Peebles, 
Hope,  and  others,  state  that  he  would  come  there 
and  stay  from  Monday  till  Saturday;  he  was  a 
c'^i'gyinAn,  residing  in  Sussex,  and  having  a  living 
to  take  care  of  there,  he  would  stay  at  Shawfield 
four  or  five  days  together,  and  then  be  absent 
three  or  four  weeks.  By  his  filling  up  the  draft  it 
should  appear,  there  was  no  clandestinity  in  his 
acts ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  extremely  probable  the 
other  drafts  in  the  hand-writing  of  the  deceased 
^ere  drawn  by  him  without  assistance  for  the  pur- 
pose of  supplying  Tatton  when  he  wanted  money. 
Not  only  are  the  drafts  filled  up  by  the  deceased 
himself,  but  the  sums  are  entered  with  the  greatest 
accuracy  at  the  other  end  of  the  check  ;  they  are 
iilled  up  in  printed  checks,  thus,  ''  John  Harrison^ 
(mentioning  that  they  were  for  his  brother's  ac- 
count), for  William  Tatton.  50/.  25th  February, 
1813.'*  In  the  checks  there  is  a  particular  accuracy, 
for  though  printed  with  the  word  ''  London,"  yet 
in  every  one  the  deceased  scratches  out  London 
and  inserts  Bron)Iey.  Here  is  at  the  conclusion  of 
them  a  still  more  singular  piece  of  accuracy;  in 
all  but  the  last  they  are  signed  '^  Andrews  Harri- 


^A^^«      8d9i,  .^  Jb^n  Hatfison  r  btet  the  lait  of  them  it 
Term,      flot  60  drawD^  but  ii  signed^  ^'oii  the  late  John 


Harri8on*8  account/*  varying  the  phrase.  Now 
^^  the  &ct  i8>  that  since  the  drawing  of  the  preced- 
Ha&risok.  ing  drafts  Mr.  John  Harrison  had  died  s  this  is  a 
strotig  instance,  if  it  comes  from  the  deceased  him* 
sfelf^  nbt  merely  <i^  memory  and  understanding, 
but  of  correct  and  minute  attention  and  activity 
of  faculties  ;  and  yet  it  is  stated  by  several  of  the 
witnesses^  that  about  and  soon  after  the  death  of 
Mr.  John  Harrison^  the  deceased  was  apparently 
even  much  worse  than  usoal.  It  is  certainly  true 
that  little  incidental  facts  of  this  kind  often  weigh 
much  mor^  in  the  proof  of  capacity  than  the  opi* 
tiion  of  a  great  number  of  witnesses^  such  as  Tat- 
ton^  forming  their  opinions  on  auch  ground  as  he 
had  for  bis  ;  it  is  indeed  possible  that  Mr.  Kinle« 
aide^  or  some  other  person^  might  be  standing  by^ 
and  might  have  dictated  this  and  all  the  other 
drafts  to  the  deceased,  but  of  that  there  is  no 
proof;  th^y  are  in  the  hand- writing  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  the  instruments  are  exhibited ;  but  the 
Court  will  be  better  able  to  judge  whether  the  de- 
teased  Was  capable  of  doing  this  without  assistance 
when  it  comes  to  other  parts  of  the  evidelice  ap- 
plying to  circumstances  of  a  similar  sort. 

The  next  witness  to  whom  I  shall  refer  is  Brown^ 
ing,  who  ik  in  the  same  situation  in  some  degree 
as  Tatton  ;  he  Was  footman  to  Mr.  John  Harrison, 
from  1808  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  he  gives 
his  opinion  of  the  incapacity  of  the  deceased  not 
quite  so  early  or  so  uniformly  aa  his  fellow  witness, 
Tatton ;  for  he  states,  that  about  the  latter  end  of 
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1812,  or  the  sjiring  of  181S,  the  deceMed's  me-      ^"^.^ 
mory  began  to  fail  him ;  be  was  subject  to  nervous      Term. 
complaints^  which  came  upon  him  frequently,  and    ^^^^^^^^ 
upon  thoiie  occasions  he  was  ako^ther  in  a  lost         ^^ 
state,  but  independent  of  that  complaint  his  me-  Harrmok. 
mory  bad  become  impaired.    The  failure  of  me- 
mory became  worse  in  1813,  and  before  the  end  of 
that  year  the  decevsed  bad  become  neariy,  if  not 
altogether,  childish,  and  continued  in  that   state 
till  the  month  of  March,  1814;  he  says  that  the 
deceased  was  not  always  in  a  state  of  forgetfulness, 
bat  there  were  times  when  he  appeared  sensible  of 
what  he  was  doings  he  belieTCs  he  was,  about 
September,  1812,  capable  of  the  management  of 
his  afiairs  ;  that  is  a  period  which  applies  to  the  two 
first  codkiis  ;  that  he  has  no  reason  to  believe  he 
was  treated  by  those  about  kim  then  as  a  diildish 
person.    Pnom  the  time  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrisoa 
came  to  live  at  Widmore,  all  orders  wwe  given  by 
him,  and  aUter  he  removed,  Mr.  Kinleside  was  con- 
Mlte4,  so  that  the  deceased  seldom  gave  any  di« 
wcti#ns  hhnsdf  when  he  was  competent  to  have  so 
done.    Before  tm  brother*^  death,  he  used  fre* 
ifuently  to  go  aiiout  the  house  mnd   garden  at 
Skawfield,  iookiiif  aliout  hmi,  mad  appeared  not  to 
know  what  he  was  mbout ;  that  lie  was  roused  by 
any  trae  being  with  and  tallcHig  to  him,  bvt  when 
alone  be  drooped  and  lost  himsctf  very  mucdi ;  the 
deponent  never  was  ^about  the  house  where  the 
deceased  lived,  elccept  to  tsBse  m  message,  and  he 
nev«r  stayed  there  any  time  i  lie  ttiea  igoes  on  and 
gives  an  instanoe  of  mfceting  the  deceased  in  tke 
spring  of  the  year  1814,  about  half  a  mile  from 
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1818.      hfs  own  house,  and  the  deceased  not  knowing  him. 
Term,      ^ut  when  he  saw  the  witness  in  the  evening  he 


recollected  him,  and  said,  he  wondered  he  did  not . 
iNLEsiDE  j^j^^^  Yiin^  when  he  met  him,  a  circumstance  to 

Harrison,  which  the  Court  attaches  very  little  importance, 
for  it  is,  at  roo8t>  only  an  instance  of  the  deceased's 
not  knowing  a  person,  which,  it  is  admitted,  he 
was  liable  to,  though  it  should  seem  rather,  from 
what  passed  in  the  afternoon,  as  if  this  had  been  a 
mere  accident.  It  also  proves  that  the  deceased 
did  at  this  time  walk  half  a  mile  from  bis  house 
without  being  attended,  and  that  he  was  not  con- 
sidered as  in  actual  childishness^  and  under  a  total 
loss  of  his  mental  faculties. 

The  next  witness  is  Curtis,  who  was  coachman 
to  Mr.  John  Harrison,  and  who  is  now  an  excise* 
man  at  Reading,  and  he  says,  ''  that  he  first  ob- 
served the  deceased's  faculties  to  decay  about  twelve 
months  before  his  brother's  death ;  he  was  then 
growing  very  much  lost ;  at  times  he  was  collected, 
at  other  times  his  memory  was  gone ;  about  the 
middle  of  1812  he  grew  worse ;  he  does  not  know 
what  could  be  the  cause  of  bis  forgetfulness,  except 
it  were  old  age,  as  he  believes  it  was ;  that  about  the 
time  of  bis  brother's  death,  the  deceased  appeared 
very  much  lost,  and  was  frequently  walking  in  a 
lonely  way,  and  talking  in  such  a  simple  whining 
manner,  as  shewed  he  was  quite  lost,  and  could 
not  collect  his  thoughts ;  he  was  not  always  so,  but 
very  frequently,  and  almost  constantly  about  that 
time ;  he  frequently  burst  into  tears  and  appeared 
full  of  care  not  taking  notice  of  any  one ;  the 
deponent  has  seen   him  undress  hinuself  in  the 
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morning  when  he  was  sitting  in  his  brother's  bouse>  ^^^^ 
and  was  very  much  agitated^  all  in  a  kind  of  trem-  Term. 
Die,  and  at  such  times  altogether  lost ;  this  was  ^-^^^^^ 
owing,  as  the  deponent  believes,  to  a  sort  of  fit,  of  '  j,. 
a  nervous  kind,  to  which  he  was  subject;'*  he  Harrison* 
mentions  an  instance  in  August,  1814,  of  the  de- 
ceased's meeting  him  upon  Widmore-green,  just 
above  Shawfield ;  the  deponent  made  his  obeisance 
to  the  deceased,  and  asked  how  he  did,  which  he 
returned  in  a  very  polite  manner,  as  though  he 
had  been  a  stranger,  and  a  gentleman,  evidently 
not  knowing  him.  He  says,  upon  the  17th  inter- 
rogatory, ''  that  the  respondent,  after  the  death  of 
Mr.  John  Harrison,  continued  upon  the  premises, 
liaving  very  little  te  do  till  he  was  discharged  by 
Mr.  Kfinleside,  in  May  or  June  1814;  he  after- 
wards lived  with  Mr.-  Olmius,  and  went  to  Read- 
ing in  November  1815 ;  he  says  that  the  respond- 
ent called  on  the  deceased  shortly  before  he  went 
to  Reading  (that  was  in  the  latter  end  of  1815)  ; 
he  got  Latter,  the  deceased's  servant,  to  ask  the 
deceased  to  lend  him  ten  pounds,  towards  the  ex- 
pence  of  his  moving  to  Reading ;  a  few  days  af- 
terwards Mr.  Kinleside  gave  the  respondent  twenty 
pounds,  as  from  the  deceased ;  a  day  or  two  after-  ' 
wards  the  respondent  called  to  thank  the  deceased, 
Mr.  Kinleside  having  told  him  that  it  was  a  gift 
from  the  deceased ;  the  deceased  told  the  respond- 
ent he  was  very  welcome  to  it,  and  hoped  it  would 
do  him  good ;  the.  deceased  seemed  pretty  well, 
and  was  then,  as  he  believes,  of  a  sound  mind." — 
What  then  is  the  fair  result  of  this  man's  deposi- 
tion ?— In  chief  he  certainly  deposes  pretty  strongly 
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1818.      to  his  opinion  of  a  fluctuating  capacity  at  least. 
Term.      particularly  al)OUt  tbe  time  of  the  brother's  death  ; 


but  here^  so  late  as  November  1815,  ^is  witness, 
KiNLEsiDE  |jy  jjjg  ^^^^  conduct,  appears  to  have  considered 

Harrison,  the  deceased  as  in  possession  <€f  bis  faculties,  for 
he  applies  to  him  to  borrow  nfioney,  and  be  goes 
to  return  him  thanks  for  the  present  which  be  ba« 
fntide.  What  does  the  deceased's  conduct  imply 
npon  this  occasion  ?  why  to  thi«  old  servant  ef  hi« 
brother's,  who  it  appears,  on  bis  own  evidonoe, 
bad  been  very  attentive  to  his  brotiier  in  bis  la^t 
iRness,  instead  of  lending  bim  Ihe  money,  be  malces 
him  a  present  of  twenty  pounds  to  place  him  in 
hi«  new  situation  at  Reading ;  and  when  Curtis 
cemfcs  to  return  thanks  for  the  grft,  he  vecolleots 
the  transaction,  tdls  him  he  is  very  welcome  to  it, 
and  hopes  it  will  da  him  good;  and,  as  Curtis 
admits,  be  was  of  sotind  mind,  in  November, 
1815,  which  is  a  year  and  abalf  neariy  after  this 
testamentary  fnstrument  was  executed. — ^The  im- 
pression, therefore,  of  this  deposition,  taking  the 
whole  together,  is  rather  favourable  than  adverse 
to  general  capacity. 

The  two  nest  witnesses  are  Peebles  and  Hope^ 
tbe  gardener  and  under  gardener,  and  they  give  an 
enfavourable  opinion  of  tbe  deoeaaed's  capacity, 
as  far  as  tbeir  opportunities  enabled  tbem  to  judge 
of  it,  but  they  also  assign  partly  the  reasons  upon 
whidh  they  found  their  opinion.  Peebles  says,  that 
Ihe  faculties  of  the  deceased  began  to 'decay  about 
-Christmas,  I&12;  the  deceased  at  that  time  came 
into  the  garden,  as  he  ^id  every  year,  to  distri- 
bttle  Ohristmas-boxes,  and  though  he  gave  the  d&- 
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« 

ponent  hid  Christmas-box^  he  appeared  to  have       I8I8. 
forgotten  who  the  deponent  was^  for  he  called  him       Xerm. 
Curtis^  which  was  the  coachman's  name^  and  asked    ^-^^^^^ 
him  what  fruit  he  was  gathering;  that  at  times,    ^^""^^^ 
when  walking   abont  the  garden,   he  remarked   Harrxsoh. 
npon  the  weather  being  hot  or  cold,  or  something 
of  that  kind ;  that  he  saw  and  converse  with  the 
deeeated  so  little  that  he  can  hardly  depose  to  his 
state  of  mind ;  he  verily  believes  that  in  April,  1814, 
the  deceased  was  not  of  sound  or  disposing  mind, 
memory,  or  understandings  or  capable  of  under* 
standing  the  nature  of  bis  afiairs  or  of  his  testa- 
mentary arrangements.    Hope  deposes  much  to  tb^ 
same  effect,  and  says,  upon  the  11th  article^  he 
is  quite  certain  the  deceased  was  not,  during  any 
part  of  April  1814,  of  sound  disposing  mind,  me« 
mory,  or  understanding. 

.  Now  these  witnesses  do  not  weigh  very  much 
with  me,  for  where  they  rely  on  facts,  the  Court  is 
enabled  to  judge  for  itself:  the  circunistance  of  his 
caMing  Peebles,  Curtis,  may  have  an  effect  upon  an 

■ 

ignorant  person,  but  no  intelligent  person  will  rely 
on  such  a  circumstance ;  even  the  counsel  gave  it 
up,  and  thought  it  too  triviid  to  argue,  and  without 
entering^  into  an  analysis  of  it — ^it  is  quite  common 
to  the  most  ordinary  observer,  it  occura  every  day ; 
instances  more  striking  than  this  have  occurred  to 
my  observation  during  the  progress  of  this  cause : 
this  is  absence  of  mind,  but  absent  persons  have 
their  memory  as  perfect  as  persons  not  liable  to 
such  blunders.  As  to  asking  him  what  fruit  he 
was  gathering,  that  might  be  a  mere  joke^  of  which 
it  is  proved  he  was  fond,  making  an  observation  to 
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1818.      the  gardener^  what  fruit  are  you  gathering  ?  Tafc- 
Term.      >"§  *^^  whole  evidence  together,  it  bears  strongly 


in  favour  of  memory  and  understandings  for  he 
p?'^*^    recollects  the  season  of  the  year ;— he  goes  to  give 
Harrison*  the  Chrifitmas-boxes,  he  gives  the  usual  amount^ 
he  pays  them  himself,  and  he  enters  them  in  his 
account  book^    because  upon  the  very  day  aftei? 
Christmas-day,  December  the  26th,  1813,  are  en- 
tered the  sums  which  he  paid  to  the  different  ser- 
vants of  John  Harrison,  and  the  sums  which  he 
paid  to  the  different  servants  of  Mrs.  Jukes  upon 
that  day  ;— and,  therefore,  taking  the  whole  of  this 
evidence  together,  it  as  strongly  marks  capacity  as 
those  little  instances-  which  make  an  impression  on 
the  witnesses  bear  the  other  way. 
.    Another  witness,  a  gardener,  Simmons,  deposes 
to  having  met  the  deceased  twice  in  1814,.  in  May 
and  June,  and  twice  in  1815,  in  July  and  August^ 
and  he  says  that  the  deceased  did  not  know  hiro> 
and  that  Mrs  Jukes  could  not  make  him  understand 
who  he  was.    These  occurrences  are  accounted 
for  by  the  occasional  attacks  to  which  he  wis  liable. 
The  only  remaining  witness  of  this   dass  is 
Fuzzey,  and  the  account  which  he  gives  of  the 
deceased  is  this : — ^'  he  had  lived  as  coachman  vnth 
John  Harrison  for  some  years ;  he  then  became  a 
farmer  and  corn*chandler  in  the  neighbourhood, 
and  he  served  the  deceased  with  corn :  he  mentions 
that  the  deceased  had  a  mare,  that  she  took  to 
kicking  in  the  gig  when  Mr.  Malin  was  driving 
her,  and  Mr.  Malin  had  the  misfortune  to  break 
his  leg ;  the  deceased  had  had  the  mare  for  some 
years^  she  was  his  riding  mare  as  long  as  he  was 
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able  to  ride  J  after  this  accident  he  gare  her  to  the      J**^' 
deponent^— this  was  about  the  latter  end  of  1812/'       Term. 
That  was  after  the  time  when  they  date  the  inca- 
pacity.    Now^  in  respect  to  the  mare^  he  says^ 
upon  the  nineteenth  interrogatory,  mentioning  the  "HAEaisow 
eircumstances  that  passed  on  the  occasion^—''  that 
the  deceased  said^  that  he  would  not  keep^  or  use 
the  mare  any  more,  as  she  had  kicked  in  the  chaise. 
He  asked  the  respondent  what  she  was  worth,  who 
-said  fifteen  pounds.    He  replied,  she  is  not  worth 
half  that ;  do  you  think  she  is  worth  a  guinea  ?  The 
respondent  laughed,  and  said  Yes,  Sir.    The  de- 
ceased then  said^  Do  you  giVe  Curtis  a  guinea^  and 
take  away  the  mare.''    Curtis  speaks,  upon  the 
nineteenth  interrogatory,  much  to  the  same  effiect, 
'^  that  when  the  deceased  gave  the  mare  to  Fuzzey 
he  was  very  jokey  ;^he  told  Fuzzey  he  had  rather 
he  had  the  mare  than  any  one  else,  and  asked  him 
what  he  could  afford  to  give  for  her,  if  he  thought 
she  was  worth  seven  pounds ;  Fuzzey  said.  Yes, 
she  was.    Well  then,  said  the  deceased,  give  Cur- 
tis a  guinea,  and  take  away  the  mare ; — ^he  remem- 
bers the  deceased  saying  that  he  did  not  mind  the 
mare  being  worked  at  the  farm,  but  he  could  not 
let  her  go  to  posting  work,  as  she  had  been  a  good 
mare,  and  he  liked  her."    Now,  this  is  the  latter 
end,  as  I  stated,  of  1813,  and  it  proves  any  thing 
but  incapacity ;— here  is  mind  and  memory,  and  a 
knowledge  of  human  nature  ;^here  is  a  favourite 
old  riding  mare ; — he  will  not  keep  her  because  she 
has  done  mischief ;— he  will  not  sell  her  to  posting, 
he  will  not  sell  her  to  Fuzzey,  as  he  might  think 
himself  at  liberty  to  sell  her  again,  or  expose  her 
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Eatier  ,                                   t 

Term.  ^^  oe  used  OD  the  farm,  only  requiring  him  to  give 


a  fee  of  a  guinea  to  Curtis ;  and  he  in  very  jocose- 
INW58IDE  ^p^^  jj^^  occasion :  certainly  this  doef  not  Bhcir 
Harbiion*  any  loss  of  faculties.  But  Fuzzey  goes  on  and* 
says,  **  that  about  nine  months  afterwards  be  too% 
the  mare  to  Sbawfield  with  tome  corn,  and  that 
the  deceased  acted  in  a  very  strange  n^anner : — he 
says  that  he  was  not  then  paid  fks  he  cowmonly 
1QI8 ;"  here  then  was  an  instance  of  the  deeeased's* 
incapacity  at  that  time  ;-*-he  says,  ^  Uiat  be  went 
about  three  weeks  afterwards  to  be  paid  ;~tb6  de* 
ceased  did  not  appear  t^-  take  such  aotice  of  bim^ 
as  usual ;— when  the  deceased  did  understaadj  he 
went  and  fetched  the  money  in  bank  noles,  wbicir 
he  counted  over  twicoi  and  (ben  gave  the  deponent 
one  note  too  much ;''  and  be  enters  into  some  par-* 
ticslar  conversation  as  to  that  bead^  as  an  instance 
of  more  donbtful  capacity  ;•— rthat  at  first  be  did  not 
know  Fuzzey ;  when  be  did  be  went  and  fetched 
the  money,  and  paid  bisn  a  pound  too  much.  That 
.might  happen  from  accident^  or  from  a  want  of 
xomd ; — it  shews  a  flactuating  state  of  mind.  He 
says,  ^'  that  soygaetioias  tli^  deceased  appeared  to 
bave  bis  recoljection  about  him  a  good  deal  better 
than  at  other  times^  for  be  very  weU  remembers 
that  the  deceased  has  more  than  once  writtea  a  re^ 
ceipt  for  him  to  sign,  and  be  has  written  it  very 
correctly^  and  the  deceased  seemed  to  rec<^ia^ 
Jhim  when  be  came,  and  tben  again  at  other  times^ 
there  was  no  making  him  understand  who  he  was, 
or  what  he  came  for ;  it  was  about  the  time  of  bia 
brother's  death  that  the  deponent  particularly  ob- 
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ful  observer  of  life^  and  I  am  sure  no  person  who 
has  been  accustomed  to  proceedings  in  this  Court^ 
will  be  at  a  loss  to  account  for  these  fluctuations  ia  Harxusom. 
an  old  man^  that  sometimes  he  is  intelligent^  and 
-sometimes  not ; — more  especially  where  be  is  liable 
to  special  and  particular  attacks.  He  says,  *'  that 
he  remembers  that  the  deceased  appeajced  worse 
«bout^  and  for  some  time^ .  perhaps  nine  or  te;i 
months  after^  his  brother's  death;  the  deponent 
remembers  that  once  or  twice  during  that  time^ 
Mr.  Kinleside  paid  the  deponent,  saying,  that  the 
governor  was  very  poorly; — and  after  that,  the 
two  last  times  that  ever  the  deceased  had  com,  he 
paid  the  deponent  himself  by  draft  on  his  bankers, 
which  he  wrote  himself,  fw  his  eye-sight  was  very 
good,  and  he  wrote  a  clear  strong  hand,  but  some 
one,  generally  Mr.  Kinleside,  looked  over  the  bill 
and  draft  to  see  that  all  was  correct."  He  thrown 
in  here  that  Mr.  Kinleside  or  some  one  ^tpod  by  to 
see  that  all  was  correct,  but  he  does  not  attempt 
to  say  that  Mr.  Kinleside  interposed,  or  that  there 
was  any  necessity  for  the  deceased's  receiving  as- 
sistance ;  that  all  was  not  done  by  the  deceased 
himself,  certainly,  without  any  assistance.  Here 
then  comes  out  fjom  this  v^y  witneiss,  direct  proof 
that  the  deceased  could  conduct  traniatilioos  of 
business  correctly ;  that  be  could  receive  his  billp 
for  corn ;  that  he  could  pay  them  by  drafts  upon 
his  bankers,  which  he  wrote  himself;  and  that  he 
went  through  the  whole  of  the  business  correctly, 
^itbont  assiataiice.    This  wituew  is  confirmed  in 
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this  respect  by  others^  tliough  being  produced  in 
opposition  to  capacity,  confirmation  might  not  be 
necessary^  but  he  is  confirmed  by  a  fellow-servant, 
Alexander,  and  also  by  the  Rev.  Mr.  Walraesley, 
both  of  whom  were  present  when  some  of  these 
payments  were  made  to  Fuzzey.  He  is  also  con- 
firmed by  the  draughts  on  the  bankers,  for  here 
they  are  aH  fiHed  up  by  the  deceased,  and  here  is 
the  counter  entry  by  the  deceased  in  his  own  hand- 
writing ;  here  are  Puzzey's  bills  and  receipts,  en- 
dorsed by  the  deceased  himself,  docketted  on  the 
back  with  the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  paid, 
when  paid,  and  the  amount  of  the  bill.  They  oc- 
cur in  January,  March,  June,  and  October,  1S13, 
and  February,  May,  and  subsequent  months  in 
1814,  and  therefore  they  occur  at  the  periods  roost 
important  to  examine  into  as  to  the  capacity  of  the 
deceased ;  here  are  also  corresponding  entries  of 
(he  several  payments  made  to  Fuzzey  in  the  de- 
ceased's own  private  book  of  accounts  of  his  cash 
and  expenditure,  and  the  result  therefore,  of  this 
evidence,  in  my  judgment,  proves  a  case  quite 
different  from  that  which  was  intended  to  be  set  up. 
The  next  class  of  witnesses  are  three  of  the  de- 
ceased's friends,  who  made  occasional  visits  to  him. 
The  first  of  these  is  Mr.  Matthew  Harrison,  the 
brother  of  the  party  in  the  cause,  and  he  states  in 
his  deposition  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  de- 
ceased from  his  childhood,  and  he  visited  him  on 
the  5th  day  of  December,  1813  ;  that  he  had  seen 
him  three  or  four  times  in  the  preceding  twelve 
months ;  that  on  the  5th  of  December  the  deceased 
did  pot  know  him,  and  Mrsi  Jakes  vms  under  the 
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necessity  of  addressing  the  deceased^  which  she  isis. 
did,  nearly  in  the  following  terms, — ''  Governor,  Term. 
don't  you  know  that  this  is  Mr.  Matthew  Harrison, 
and  don't  you  know  that  he  has  a  wife  and  children, 
and  don't  you  ask  after  his  wife  and  children  ?"  Harrison. 
•and  that  the  deceased  muttered  something  which 
the  deponent  did  not  distinctly  hear,  but  which  he 
understood  to  be,  *'  I  hope  they  are  well,"  or  to 
that  effect :  he  said  that  Mrs.  Jukes,  again  address- 
ing the  deceased,  said,  ^'1  am  sure  you  will  be 
glad  to  hear  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ben  Harrison  and 
all  the  children  are  well  at  Guy's,"  upon  which  the 
deceased  replied, — ''I  am. glad  to  hear  it,"  in  a 
muttering  tone ;  the  deponent  staid  with  him  about 
half  an  hour,  but  did  not  attempt  to  enter  into 
conversation  with  the  deceased  ; — he  was  not  in  a 
state  of  mind  to  converse  on  any  subject ;  — that 
after  the  deponent's  name  had  been  mentioned,  the 
deceased  could  not  distinguish  him  from  any  other 
person,  and  did  not,  during  the  visit,  recognise  him 
as  he  had  formerly  done,  and  he  well  remembers, 
that  during  one  half  the  visit  he  was  in  a  sleeping 
state.  Then  he  says,  that  he  has  not  the  least 
doubt  that  the  deceased  was  of  unsound  mind,  me- 
mory, and  understanding,  and  that  he  was  inca- 
pable, at  that  time,  of  making  his  will,  or  of  doing 
any  other  act  of  a  testamentary  nature,  or  any  act 
whatever  requiring  thought,  judgment,  and  reflec- 
tion ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  this  is  Mr.  Matthew  Har- 
rison's sincere  opinion,  and  possibly  it  might  be  a 
correct  opinion,  that  the  deceased  was  not,  during 
this  half  hour,  capable  of  doing  any  act  requiring 
thought,  judgment,  aiM  reflection,  because  unques- 
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1818.      tionably  he  was  sometimes  in  a  state  of  incapacity, 
l^tn.      — ^^  ^®5>  however,  been  pointed  out  to  the  notice 
^■^"^^^^^     of  the  Court,  that  upon  this  very  5th  of  Decem- 
KiHwiDs    y^^^  jjj^  deceased  writes  a  very  rational  and  proper 
Habriiow.   answer  to  a  letter  which  he  had  received  from  Mr. 
Boodle ;— the  letter  is  exhibited : — ^'  Widmore,  bth 
of  Dee.  1813,  Dear  Sir,  the  day  you  have  fixed 
to  he  here  with  Mr.  Stnnley  wiU  be  most  convenient 
to  me,  and  I  hope  Mr.  Kinleside  will  be  able  to 
settle  for  the  probate  of  the  will.    I  remain,  dear 
Sir,  your^s,  sincerely,  Andrews  Harrison**    It  is 
addressed  to  ''  Edward  Boodle,  Esq.  Brook-street, 
London,"  and  it  is  fairly  written  and  properly  ad- 
dressed, and  certainly,  in  this  letter,  there  is  no 
mark  whatever  of  unsound  understanding,  or  of 
want  of  thought  and  recollection,  or  of  loss  of 
memory ;  and  when  the  Court  recollects  the  object 
of  this  letter  was  to  make  an  appointment  with  Mr. 
Boodle,  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  alteration  in 
the  deceased's  will,  to  the  exclusion  of  Mr.  Mat- 
thew Harrison's  brother,  the  suggestion  made  by 
the  counsel  does  not  seem  very  improbable,  that 
the  deceased  did  feel  unwilling  to  enter  into  familiar 
conversation  vrith  Mr.  Matthew  Harrison  on  this 
day,  and  that  he  would  turn  rather  a  deaf  ear  to 
this  suggestion  of  Mrs.  Jukes's,  of  enquiring  after 
Mrs.  Harrison  and  the  children  at  Guy's,  for  be 
was  a  sincere  moral  man,  and  at  the  veiy  time 
when  he  proposed  utterly  to  exclude  Mr.  Benjamin 
Harrison  from  his  testamentary  bounty,  he  would 
not  enter  into  conversation  with  the  brother,  or 
make  inquiries  after  him.    The  other  observation 
made  by  the  counsel  is  stiH  less  matter  of  conjee- 
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four  times  durii^g  the  preceding  twelve  months  ;~^ 
now^  when  he  only  deposes  to  incapacity  on  the 
5th  of  December^  1813^  and  he  is  specifically  HAEBifiOjr. 
called  on  for  that  purpose^  I  think  it  is  a  just  infer- 
ence^ that  upon  the  other  occasions  when  be  saw^ 
the  deceased  in  that  year^  he  did  not  observe  any 
symptoms  of  incapacity.  The  excuse  offered  in 
answer  is^  that  being  the  brother  of  the  party^, 
they  did  not  choose  to  produce  Mn  Matthew  Har- 
rison to  the  general  incapacity; — ^that  might  be 
something  of  a  reason  for  not  producing  him  at  all; 
and  in  the  allegation  there  does  appear  to  be  some- 
thing of  an  unwillingness  U}  vouch  him  by  name;, 
because  in  that  article  they  do  not  plead.it  woa 
Matthew  Harrison  who  visited  the  deceased  on  the 
5tfa  day  of  December,  but  an  old  and  intimate 
friend  of  the  deceased :  but^  wby^  having  ppo- 
duced  him  to  incapacity  on  this  day^  and  he  having 
had  other  opportunities  of  seeing  the  deceased  to 
1812  and  1813^  they  should  not  have  examined  htm 
to  incapacity  at  the  former  periods  in  1613^  can  be 
accounted  for  only  by  this,  that  he  conld  mot,  with 
tnrth,  depose  that  he  did  observe  any  sysiiptOBi 
of  incapacity*  Taking  his  evidenoe^  however,  at 
the  utmost,  he  only  speaks  to  incapacity  on  this 
particular  day  during  half  an  hoor. 

Mr.  <3rord0n,  another  friend,  who,  I  presume, 
was  the  deceased's  saooessor  in  business,  together 
with  Mr.  Stanley,  is  the  next  witness ;  his  evidence 
goes  ik9  farther  tha«  this ;  he  says,  ^  he  used  to 
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1818.      visit  the  deceased  once  a  year ; — his  last^fisit  was 
Term.      *"  June,  1813 ;— his  memory  had  evidently  become 


weakened  from  his  great  age^  and,  as  the  deponent 
KiNLEsiDE  believed,  from  a  decay  in  nature,  in  the  year  1813," 
Harjusoh.  which  he  afterwards  corrects  to  1813*  The  depo- 
nent introduced  the  subject  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Har- 
rison having  left  Widmore,  and  that  the  deceased 
appeared  very  indifferent  about  it ;  he  says,  that  in 
June,  1813,  the  decay  of  his  memory  and  faculties 
had  evidently  increased,  his  mind  wandered,  he 
appeared  lost  at  times  in  conversation  :  the  depo- 
nent was  with  him  seven  or  eight  hours,  and  had  a 
fair  opportunity  of  observing  his  state;  he  does 
not  remember  any  particular  instances  from  which 
he  made  such  observations  respecting  the  deceased's 
faculties  and  memory,  except  as  to  his  not  being 
able  to  comprehend  who  some  persons  were  of 
whom  the  deponent  and  Mrs.  Jukes  were  talking/' 
He  says,  upon  the  5th  interrogatory,  that  the 
deceased  was  for  many  years  subject  to  nervous 
attacks ;  that  he  saw  the  deceased  once  in  1813, 
and  once  in  1813.  Upon  the  10th  interrogatory, 
he  says  he  does  entertain  considerable  doubt  of  the 
deceased's  being  capable  of  the  management  of  his 
affairs  in  1813.  He  says,  upon  the  2nd  interro- 
gatory, "  that  meeting  Mr.  Matthew  Harrison^ 
soon  after  the  deceased's  death,  he  expressed  a 
hope  that  his  brother,  the  producent,  was  bene- 
fited by  deceased's  will,  who  replied,  no, — ^that  a 
codicil  had  been  made,  whereby  what  was  left  to 
him  had  been  taken  away.  The  respondent  said^ 
ha  feared  there  had  been  some  iniquitous  proceed- 
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ing,  for  he  knew  wel{  what  a  regard  the  deceased  iBls. 
and  his  brother  had  for  the  producent,  and  said.  Term. 
if  his  evidence  was  of  use,  he  was  welcome  to  call  ^-^v*^^ 
for  it."  He  says,  upon  the  26th  interrogatory,  ^'»^^">« 
"  he  never  heard  any  thing  upon  the  subject  Harbisom. 
of  the  deceased  being  displeased  with  the  pro« 
ducent,  except  that  there  was  a  coolness  between 
them,  and  that  Mr.  Kinleside  was  at  the  bottom  of 
it,  and  had  made  some  representations  to  the  de- 
ceased to  the  prejudice  of  the  producent." — ^Now, 
this  gentleman  ventures  not  only  to  indulge  a  sus- 
picion of  '^  iniquitous  proceedings/*  but  to  suggest 
this  suspicion  to  Mr.  Matthew  Harrison,  the  bro- 
ther of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  upon  no  better 
grounds  than  the  deceased's  great  regard  for  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrison;  and  yet  this  witness  admits 
himself  that  he  introduced  Mr.  Benjamin  Har- 
rison's name  in  conversation  to  the  deceased,  and 
that  he  appeared  rather  indifferent  about  it;  he 
admits  a  coolness  between  the  deceased  and  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrison ;  and  he  admits  that  he  did  not 
know  that  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  had  ever  called 
upon  the  deceased  after  the  month  of  June,  1812. 
I  have  not  the  least  suspicion  that  Mr.  Gordon  has 
given  any  thing  more  than  his  sincere  opinion  ;  but 
when  a  witness  volunteers  his  evidence  under  pre- 
possessions taken  up  on  such  foundations  as  these, 
the  Court  cannot  give  any  very  great  weight  to  the 
force  and  effect  of  his  mere  opinion  as  to  the  state 
of  the  deceased. 

Mr.  Stanley  had  more  opportunities  of  observ- 
ing the  deceased,  and  his  is  material  evidence.  He 
states  that  he  had  known  the  deceased  from  his 
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l8id.      childhood ;  his  father  was  in  partnership  with  him ; 
j^f^^      he  visited  him  "  in  the  month  of  September^  1812; 


he  remembers  being  at  Widmore  a  few  days  after 
KiNLEiinE    jjj^  ^^j^jj  ^y  ^^^  gj  ^p  September  was  executed, 

Barrisok.  and  that  he  dined  with  the  deceased  and  his  bro- 
ther ;  that  in  the  course  of  the  evening  the  de- 
ceased shewed  a  want  of  recollection,  and  appa- 
rently a  partial  decay  of  his  mental  fecuUies,  parti- 
ticularly  of  his  memory,  which  at  intervals  he 
appeared  to  have  lost  :-^-several  instances  of  it 
occurred  in  the  course  of  the  evening;  in  one 
instance  he  asked  the  witness  how  old  his  filther 
was,  though  he  had  been  dead  sixteen  years ;  ano- 
ther time  he  asked  him  about  himself,  inquiring 
how  Mr.  Stanley  was,  evidently  forgetting  the 
deponent,  who  sat  next  to  him.  On  being  cor- 
rected by  the  deponent  the  deceased's  recoUectioa 
returned,  and  he  said,  '  Oh,  ah,  to  be  sure,'  just 
as  if  he  had  awoke  from  a  dream.  He  says  that  he 
was  not  With  the  deceased  sufficiently  often  to 
enable  him  to  form  a  correct  opinion  as  to  whether 
the  deceased  was  or  was  not,  generally  capable  of 
comprehending  the  state  of  his  affairs ;  but  he  did 
observe,  generally,  fVom  his  manner,  conduct,  and 
conversation,  that  he  was  a  good  deal  broken,  and 
that  his  mind  vtras  going.  The  deponent  did  not 
see  him  again  til!  a(ter  the  death  of  his  brother, 
whefi  he  went  to  Widmore  to  be  present  at  the 
opening  of  the  vnll,  and  to  attettd  the  fiineral, 
and  he  saw  the  deceased  three  of  fotlr  different 
days  about  that  time ;  he  does  not  remeifiber  par- 
ticular instanccB  of  decay  of  faculties,  or  loss 
of    memory,    except  as  he    is   about  to  depose 
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it!  answer  to  the  next  article  i  and  yet  he  saytr^      idis. 
the   deceased  appeared  to  him  to  be   ynuch  in      ^m. 


KiNLESIDl? 


the    same    state    as    he    was   before ;— he  was 

again  with  the  deceased  on  the  days  of  which  he 

will  more  particularly  depose^  at  whicb  times  the  Barrisok. 

deceased  was  evidently  worse.    Those  particular 

transactions  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  Ckmrt  to 

examine  presently.    He  says^  "  that  Jie  was  agaia 

with  the  deceased  in  September  1814^  when  the 

deceased  did  not  know  him ;  buty  after  Mrs.  Jukes 

had  explained  who  he  was^  by  saying  ^*  Governor^ 

don't  you  kn6w  your  old  friend^  Mr.  Stanley  ?'• 

the  deceased  said,  '*  Oh  dear^  is  that  Mr.  Stanley  > 

6h,  yes,  certainly  I  do>''  and  the  deceased  did  then^ 

appear  to  recognise  him.    He  says,  on  the   5th 

interrogatory,  that  on  one  of  the  days  to  which  he 

has  deposed  on  his  examination  in  chief,  he  re« 

members  being  present  with  the  deceased,  dining 

with  him,  when  he  was  attacked  with  a  sort  of 

fit,  which  lasted  only  a  few  minutes  ;'^^e  revived 

quickly,  and  he  condndes  with  iaying,  ^  that  he 

last  teW  him  in  September  1815;  that  he  was  then 

no  better  ;-«^he  believes  the  deceased  was  not,  from 

September,  1813,  capable  of  oomprehettding  the 

state  of  his  affairs,  or  of  managing  the  same.*'* 

Now  these  terms,  e^paMe  i>f  c&mprehending  the 

{Slate  tff  hi^  affaiti,  or  of  maMging  the  name,  are 

still  tnore  wide  and  vague,  and  still  affi>rd  a  looser 

standard  of  eapadty  ^^en  than  the  usual  terms 

which  are  made  use  of:  they  may  stand  at  very 

wide  distances  indeed,  but  he  does  not,  at  the 

utmost,  go  beyond  a  fluctuating,  doubtful  capacity, 

and  his  conduct  shews  he  did  not  conceive  the  de- 


490 


CASES   BETER  MINED   IN  THJ& 


1818.      ceased  reduced  to  utter  childishness  and  incapa^ 
Term.      city ;  he  says,  on  a  further  interrogatory,  the  34th, 

^'^"^'^^^    '^  that  the  deceased  was  a  co-executor  with  the  re- 
^,         spondent  of  his  late  brother,  Mr.  John  Harrison. 

Habrison.  Mr.  Boodle  did  attend  the  deceased  at  Widmore, 
in  December  1813,  when  he  was  sworn  to  his  bro- 
ther's will ;  the  respondent  does  not  recollect  that 
Mr.  Boodle  did  express  any  doubts  of  the  deceased's 
capacity  ;    the  respondent  and  the  deceased  did 
meet  some  time  in  January  1814,  for  the  purpose 
of  discharging  several  of  the  legacies  bequeathed 
by  his  brother's  will,  and  for  the  payment  of  some 
tradesmen's  bills  ;    the  deceased  did  sign  several 
drafts  on  the  bankers  for  paying  off  those  demands  ; 
he  did  all  that  he  had  to  do  correctly,  which 
was  merely  to  sign  \\\\  name ; — he  could  do  any 
thing  of  that  kind  very  well ; — he  could  do  what 
he  was  told  to  do,  but  he  was  not,  as  the  re- 
spondent believes,  of  sound  mind/'     It  is  a  lit- 
tle extraordinary  that  he  should  transact  all  this 
business  with  a  person  who  he  thinks  was  not  of 
sound    mind;  but  the  deceased  shews  no  want 
of  accuracy  ; — every  thing  he  does,  he  does  cor- 
rectly and  properly^  without  observation,  without  as- 
sistance ; — ^he  signs  twenty  drafts  at  least  upon  that 
morning,  with  Mr.  Stanley,  for  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  his  brother ;  and  he  does  not  merely  sign 
his  name,  but  it  is  *'  Andrews  Harrison,  executor 
to  John  Harrison,*'  that  is  the  way  in  which  every 
o  ne  of  these  drafts  is  signed  ; — he  does  not  for- 
get hi  mself  and  not  know  what  he  is  about,  and 
Mr.  Stanley  does  not  suggest  it  was  necessary  to 
instruct  him  how  he  was  to  sign  his  name^  and  this 
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18  done  twenty  times  together.  Mr.  Stanley^  how- 
ever^ is  of  opinion^  but  it  is  mere  opinion^  that  he 
could  not  do  any  thing  more^  and  that  be  was  still 
of  unsound  mind^  possibly  founding  that  opinion 
on  some  circumstances  which  happened  afterwards 
in  December  and  March^  which  I  shall  presently  no- 
tice. Mr.  Stanley  settled  his  executorship  accounts 
with  the|deceased^  for  in  page  7t  of  the  book^  1  find 
this  entry,  ''  September  the  28th,  1814.  To  cash 
of  Stanley,  £267.  10s.  2d  November,  1814.  To 
balance  of  account  of  executors  of  J.  H.  £221^.  9s." 
So  that  these  sums  must  have  been  paid  over  to 
the  deceased,  and  he  regularly  enters  them  in  his 
book  of  accounts.  Mr.  Stanley  again  visits  the 
deceased  in  September  1815,  and  all  he  says  then 
IS,  that  he  was  no  worse.  On  the  death  of  the  de- 
ceased, he  is^  sworn  as  one  of  his  executors  by 
error,  and  was  going  to  take  probate  of  these  co- 
dicils ;  nay,  he  becomes  a  party  in  this  cause,  and 
makes  an  affidavit  as  to  scripts,  and  annexes  these 
codicils  as  a  part  of  the  true  will  of  the  deceased. 
The  counsel  say,  as  an  apology^  that  he  was  incau- 
tious in  this  respect ;  now,  really,  the  C!ourt  can- 
not impute  to  him  incaution,  or  that  he  had  so 
slight  a  regard  to  the  solemnity  of  an  oath.  I 
rather  think  he  was  sincere  on  both  occasions,  and 
that  he  swore  to  what  he  thought  was  true  at  the 
time  of  applying  for  probate,  and  at  the  time  of 
the  affidavit ;— he  had  no  idea  at  these  times  that 
the  deceased  was  in  such  a  state  of  incapacity  as 
that  instruments  attested  by  respectable  witnesses^ 
were  not  the  legal  acts  of  the  deceased.    It  is  true^ 
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Harbison. 


4dd  CASES  DETBRBUNED  IK  THS 

1818*  different  impressions  have  arisen  since  in  his  mindF. 

Easter 

Term,  not  perhaps  confining  bhnself  to  his  own  recollecr 


tton  of  the  facts  within  his  knowledge^  but  by  allow* 
^^         in^  his.  mind^  as  human  infirmity  is  apt  to  do^  ta 
HAEa»ox-  have  an  impression  made  on  it  by  what  he  is  told 
by  others. 

The  three  remaining  witnesses  are  the  three 
maid-servants  of  Mrs.  Jukes,  residing  constantly 
m  the  same  house  with  the  deceased  ;  those  wit- 
nesses, therefore,  had  very  good  opportunities  of 
judging  of  the  capacity  of  the  deceased,  as  far  a& 
such  persons  are  capable  of  judging  correctly; 
more  especially  Alexander,  whe^  wa«  Mrs.  Jukes's 
kdy's  maid ;  and  the  counsel  on  bolh  sides  have 
relied  on  her  evidence,  as  having  been  (aiidy  given. 
She  is  produced  by  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  and 
there  is  no  particular  reason  to  believe  that  she  ia 
biassed  in  favour  of  Mn  Kinleside ;  indeed,  I  am 
to  recdlect,  that  Mr.  Kinleside's  situatioii  having 
been  such  that  his  duty  called  on  him  to  settle  the 
accounts  of  Mr.  John  Harrison,  and  being  his  re- 
siduary legatee,  having  an  interest  to  look  accu- 
ntely  into  those  accounts,  and  other  business  of 
this  sort,  it  is  not  difficult  to  account  for  his  not 
being  very  popular  in  those  two  mansions  among 
this  class  of  persons ;  b«t  Alexander  appears  to 
have  given  her  evidence  with  great  fiiimess.  Her 
account  deserves  to  be  atated  with  some  particu*- 
larity  ;-^she  says,  ''  she  has  lived  with  Mrs.  Jukes 
twenty-three  years ;  that  for  five  or  six  years  before 
his  deaths  the  deceased  was  subject  to  a  kind  of  fit> 
though  of  what  particular  description  it  was,  or 
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what  it  shouM  properly  be  called^  she  does  not       tsiB. 
know ; — when  so  attacked^  the  deceased  would  turn       Term. 
pale^  and  tremble  very  much  ; — ^he  was  apparently    ^^^'v^^^ 
giddy^   and  at  times  quite  insensible  ; — now  and      ^J'^^side 
then^  for  some  days  after  being  so  attacked,  he  did   Habrisom. 
not  know  what  he  was  about^   but  at  all  times^ 
when  free  from  these  attacks^  he  had  his  recollec* 
tion  about  him,  atid  was  quite  rational  and  sensi- , 
ble ; — how  frequently  these  fits  came  upon  him  she 
cannot  recollect,  but  the  attacks  were  more  fre- 
quent about  the  time  of  his  brother's  death ;  she 
says,  that  if  any  thing  worried  or  agitated  him,  he 
was  more  liable  than  at  other  times  ;— sometimes 
be  had  not  a  fit  for  several  weeks  together,  at 
others  more  frequently,  up  to  the  last  year  of  his 
life,  when  they  increased  upon  him ;  he  was  worse 
about  the  time  of  his  brother's  death,  and  a  good 
deal  less  collected  than  before  or  after  ;  she  says, 
that  the  deceased  at  times  lost  the  recollection  of 
his  friends  and  acquaintance,  which  was  not  owing 
to  his  loss  of  eye-sight, .  for  within  a  month  of  his 
death  he  read  a  newspaper  quite  distinctly,  and 
without  difficulty,  aloud,  and  without  spectacles ; 
<-Hihe  says,  that  sometimes  she  has  thought  that 
thf  deceased  pretended  not  to  know,  and  would 
not  recollect  people  when  he  really  did  know  them, 
flhe  is  fttUy  persnaded  that  such  was  the  case ;  at 
other  times  he  certainly  did  not  know  them; — 
that  4he   deeeased  did  commonly  pay  what  few 
bills  he  had  faimseif,  they  were  only  for  hay  and 
cora,  and  auck  like ; — ^he  kept  his  money  qp  atairs, 
and  when  she  took  the  biHs  to  him,  he  used  to  exa- 
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181  &•       mine  them  to  see  that  they  were  rights  and  then 

Term.      went  and  fetched  the  money  and  paid  the  people 

^■^^^^^^^    himself ;— the  last  bill  he  paid,  which  was  Puzzey's 

KiNLESIDE      n  \ii_  j  a  l_  i  •  •  t 

^^  for  corn,  the  deponent  remembers  his  sayings  he 
Harrison,  did  not  think  he  had  money  enough ;  Mrs.  Jukes 
offered  to  lend  him  some  ;  the  deceased  said  no,  he 
would  go  and  see  what  he  had,  and  finding  he  had 
enough,  he  came  into  the  kitchen  and  paid  Fuzzey. 
This  was  a  few  months  before  he  died  ; — she  be- 
lieves, that  excepting  the  particular  times  she  has 
deposed  to,  the  deceased  never  was  entirely  inca- 
pable, and  then  he  would  not  be  himself  again'  for 
sometimes  three  or  four  days  afterwards,  at  others 
he  got  over  them  much  sooner."  She  mentions 
another  particular  instance,  '^  that  she  remembers 
within  six  months  of  his  death,  when  she  took  her 
book  of  house-expenses  to  her  mistress  to  settle 
with  her,  as  she  did  once  a  week,  and  Mrs.  Jukes 
had  cast  it  up  herself,  she  gave  it  to  the  deceased 
to  cast  for  her,  and  he  did  so,  and  pointed  out 
to  the  deponent  a  mistake  she  had  made,  and 
jokingly  said  she  wanted  to  cheat  her  mistress  ; — 
that  though  at  times  he  was  quite  lost,  yet  his  fa- 
culties had  not  failed  him  for  a  continuance/'  She 
also  negatives  the  circumstance  of  his  having  lost 
his  sense  of  delicacy  and  decency  ; — she  explains 
the  reason  of  a  person  being  put  to  sleep  in  his 
room  ;  which  fact,  however,  of  a  person  being  put 
to  sleep  in  his  room,  did  not  happen  till  a  great 
many  months  after  these  codicils  were  made. 
These  are  a  few  of  the  passages  of  this  witness's 
deposition,  and  they  sufficiently  shew  the  general 
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tenor  of  it.    She  is  confirmed  by  the  other  female       j^^i^. 
servants^  Brown,  the  cook,  and  Stilwell,  the  house-       Term. 
keeper,  who  though  they  had  not  the  sanje  oppor-    ^^^'^^^'^^ 
tunity  of  judging  of  the  deceased's  capacity  as  the         ^ 
last  witness,  yet,  as  far  as  they  bad,  they  describe   Harrison. 
bis  capacity  like  Alexander ;  and  that,  except  when 
tinder  the  influence  of  these  fits,  he  was  in  the  full 
possession  of  hrs  capacity. 

These  are  all  the  witnesses  produced  by  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrison  ; — ^but  there  is  one  other  wit- 
ness  who  must  not  be  passed  over,  William  Tay- 
lor ; — be  was  footman  to  Mrs.  Jukes,  and  he  had 
as  good  opportunities  of  judging  as  his  fellow  wit- 
nesses, Mrs.  Alexander,  and  Brown,  and  Stilwell, 
but  he  gives  a  very  different  account  of  the  state 
and  condition  of  the  deceased;  it  is  stated  in  his 
evidence  upon  interrogatories,  ''he  was  footman 
to  Mrs.  Jukes  from  September,  1811,  to  August, 
1815 ; — he  now  keeps  a  public-house  at  Wherwell ; 
he  says  the  deceased  lived  in  the  same  house  with 
Mrs.  Jukes,  during  the  whole  time  he  was  in  her 
service ;'"  he  says  upon  the  2nd  interrogatory, 
^' that  early  in  the  summer  of  1812,  he  observed 
an  alteration  in  the  state  of  the  deceased's  mind  ' 
and  memory  ;  it  was  about  the  time  that  Mr.  Ma- 
lin's  difficulties  occurred,  which  affected  him  very 
much,  and  he  appeared  to  lose  his  memory,  and 
his  intellects  grew  weak; — ^tbat  he  was  entirely 
incapable  of  recollecting  those  people  who  came 
to  the  house,  unless  told  who  they  were ; — ^that  the 
deceased  was  incapable  of  understanding  what 
passed  ; — ^that  he  required  to  be  reminded  what 
was  to  be  done  ; — that  he  was  quite  forgetful  and 
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1818.       childish  ;-«*tKe  deceased  did  not  know  what  he  was 
Term,      doing  when  be  signed  the  codicil  of  3l8t  August 


and  2d  September^  1812 ;  the  respondent  put  his 
9^  name  as  a  witness  to  those  codicils^  because  he  was 
Harrison,  desired  to  do  so ;  that  long  before  the  brother's 
deaths  his  memory  failed  him  so  that  he  could  not 
play  at  cards^  he  thinks  it  was  about  the  time  of 
making  the  codicils  ;** — he  goes  on  to  state^  upon 
the  eleventh  interrogatory^  ^'  that  the  deceased^ 
for  nearly  two  years  prior  to  Aprils  1811,  which 
is  the  date  of  the  last  codicil^  was  incapable  of 
giving  diroetions  to  the  servants  of  the  family^  and 
that  the  deceased  was,  from  that  time  down  to  the 
time  when  the  respondent  quitted  Mrs.  Jukes's  ser- 
vice^ treated  as  a  person  who  had  become  quite 
childish  aiid  incapable  of  the  management  of  his 
affairs;'' — ^upoa  the  twelfth  interrogatory  he  de-- 
poses,  ^'that  it  was  necessary,  for  the  last  three 
years,  for  Mrs.-  J  idles  or  some  one  to  inform  the 
deceased,  who  the  different  persons  were  who 
caEed,  it  was  always  done/'  These  are  some  pass^ 
ages  of  his  cross-examination  ;--*thiey  are  sufficient 
to  shew  that  he  deposes  to  a  state  of  entire  child- 
ishness, quite  up  to  Mr.  Harrison *8  plea  ;'«-this  is 
certainly  strong  evidence,  if  it  could  be  safely  re- 
lied upon.  The  witness  Alexander,  upon  her  first 
interrogatory,  aays,-— '^  that  the  first  person  that 
akid  any  thing  to  her  about  being  examined^  was 
WiUian  Taylor ; — ^that  he  came  down  to  Widmore 
soon  after  the  deceased  was  dead  ;'~that  he  soon 
after  came  down  again  ;^that  the  respondent  found 
he  had  been  with  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  ;-4hat 
he  afid(ed  her  a  great  many  questions :  the  resp(«d<- 
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ent  said  she  could  not  remember  many  things  that       isis- 

he  spoke  of^  and  he  told  her  her  memory  was  very      Term. 

bad ;   he  said  a  great  deal  about  the  deceased's 

faculties^   and  about  the  deceased's  behaviour." 

Here  then  we  find  this  witness^  immediately  upon    Barbimit. 

the  death  of  the  testator^  quite  active ;— he  goes 

down  to  Widmore^  he  then  goes  to  Mr.  Benjamin 

Harrison ; — he  goes  down  to  Widmore  again ; — he 

has  a  good  deal  of  conversation  with  this  material 

vritness  about  the  deceased^  and  about  his  faculties, 

and  because  Mrs.  Aleicander  cannot  recollect  such 

fisicts  as  he  thinks  proper  to  su^est^  he  charges  her 

with  her  memory  being  very  bad ;— it  must  have 

had  a  tendency  at  least,  whatever  the  intention  might 

have  been,  of  exciting  and  tutoring  this  witness ; 

his  account  of  the  state  of  the  deceased  is  quite  irre« 

concileable  with  the  account  of  Mrs.  Alexander, 

and  those  to  whom  the  Court  has  adverted,  and  the 

Court  roust  soon  advert  to  others ;  he  has  not  the 

same  apology  as  the  gardener  and  others  who  saw 

him  only  occasionally ;  this  witness  was  constantly 

in  the  house  with  htm  ;  acceding  as  I  do  to  many 

of  the  observations  made  on  his  testimony  by  the 

counsel  for  Mr.  Kinleside,  I  would  further  observe 

that  though  he  is  produced  by  Mr.  Kinleside,  he  is 

mther,  I  think,  in  this  part  of  bis  evidence,  to  be 

considjered  as  the  witness  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harris 

son,  Mr.  Kinleside  was  under  the  necessity  of  pro** 

ducing  him  as  an  attesting. witness  to  these  codicils ; 

he  ia  only  produced  to  the  factum  of  these  codicik, 

the  factum  of  which,  though  he  attested  them,  he 

has  thought  proper  to  deny  ;  he  is  not  only  inters- 

roigated  to  the  &ctum  of  these  codicils,  but  he  is 
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lata,      tutonregm^  to  (be  ivltole  cmo  intended  to  be  set 
JWm,      ^1^  tfWrwtrda  by  Mr.  Beigamin  Harrison^  and  from 


bia  early  cownuiiicatian  with  the  party,— from  the 
^Jj*'*^^  teaor  of  the  interrogatories^—from  the  allegation 
H^MiieN.  wbieh  was  afterwards  given  in,— (to  parta  of  which 
no  other  witness  than  this  witness  bas^sttenpted  to 
depoae ;) — I  aai  led  to  infer^  that  the  principal 
grotinda  of  opposition  to  this  ease  are  founded 
upon  informatioa  conveyed  by  this  witness  to  Mr. 
Harrison^  who  we  find  so  very  active  immediately 
after  the  death  of  the  testator^  and  when  these 
fects  are  deposed  to,  by  being  brought  out  upon 
leading  interrogatories  addressed  to  htm^  it  being 
knewn  belbrehand  what  the  witness  could  say^  and 
those  interrogatories  not  addressed  to  him  for  the 
purpose  of  extracting  evidence  from  him  which 
the  party  vras  unacquainted  with^  he  is  to  be  consi^ 
dered^  I  thinly  as  Mr*  Benjamin  Harrison's  wit^ 
ness,  but  without  the  adverse  party  having  had  the 
advantage  of  his  being  produced  to  thoae  facts  on 
Mr.  Benjaoiin  Harrison's  allegation^  and  therefore 
lie  18  a  witness  whom  there  was  no  opportanity  of 
erosft^xamining^  and  in  that  peiBt  of  view  the 
Oourt  is  bounds  I  think,  to  make  very  consider-* 
able  deduction  from  the  evideqoe  he  baa  given^ 
and  when  hia  description  of  the  general .  state  of 
the  deocaaed  ia  inconsistent  with  the  other  wit-^ 
nesaea,  who  had  the  same  oppoiteniiies  ef  see^ 
mg  A»  deceased,  when  it  is  at  variance  with 
Mr.  BoodHe  himself  as  to  the  capacity  npoo  the 
eosecutioa  of  this  eodiol,  and  upon  sobm  othw 
parta  of  Mr.  BeocHe's:  evidence,  and  when  be  ia 
directly  at  issue  witt  some  other  respectable  wit« 
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nesses  in  the  cause,  he  is  a  witness  on  whom  (he      L^^ 
Court  cannot  rely ;  whether  his  CTidence  has  arisen      f^^^^ 


from  some  prepossession  or  bias  in  bis  mind^  or 

some  defect  of  inteHect,  or  from  whatefer  tause^  Kinlpside 

without  imputing  to  him  an  intention  of  really  per-  Hakruok. 

jnring  himself^  I  am  not  going  too  far  in  saying 

I  cannot  rely  on  any  fact  stated  by  him,  where  he 

is  not  corroborated  by  some  other  etidence. 

There  are  several  circumstances  pleaded  as  in« 
ferring  incapacity,  which  are  either  whdty  dis« 
proved,  or  so  explained  as  to  change  their  charac* 
ter  ;-*fais  losing  his  delicacy,— his  getting  up  in  the 
n]ght,-*and  his  undressing  himself  in  the  day  ;-^ 
but  there  are  circumstances  pleaded  tn  the  tenth 
article  of  the  aOegation,  which  it  becomes  my  duty 
to  examine,  because  it  is  certainly  a  very  important 
part  of  the  case,  and  that  is,  as  to  three  interviews^ 
which  were  had  with  the  deceased  by  Mr.  Boodle 
and  two  other  persons,  in  the  month  of  Decentber, 
1813,  and  one  in  March,  1814,  upon  whicfc  occa- 
sion the  deceased  was  judged  by  all  the  persons 
present  to  be  in  a  state  unfit  to  proceed  lo  a  tes- 
tamentary act : — ^the  accoui^  giTen  by  Mr.  Boodfe 
of  these  meetings  is  to  thk  eflfecC ;— ^upon  tbe  ftftfi 
and  aubsequent  interrogatorieiT,  tiiat,   ^  On  ihe 
7f h  of  December  be  went  to  Widmore,  to  the 
deeeased'ft  boose,  accompanied  by  Mr.  Stanley; 
«~Chey  there  met  Mr.  Wella  and  Mrt.  Jukes ; 
—the  respondent  bad  determindl  to  proceed  cau- 
tiously, in  consequence  of  a   certain  degree  of 
want  of  recdleetion,  whicA  bo  Ihongbt  he  bad 
observed  in  the  deceased  upon  one  or  more  of  fh^ 
oceasioM  on  wMch  he  bad  seen  him  sborfly  before, 

2  &  2 
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1818,       on  the  subject  of  his  late  brother's  aflTairs."     Mr* 
Term.      Boocjle  had  been  several  times  with  the  deceased^ 
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just  at  the  time  of  his  brother's  deaths  when  it  is 
admitted  be  was  in  a  worse  state  than  usual,  but 
Habruon.  the  utmost  Mr.  Boodle  says  here  is,  that  he  thought 
he  had  observed  a  certain  degree  of  w;ant  of  recol- 
lection in  the  deceased  upon  one  or  mpre  of  the 
occasions  on  which  he  had  seen  him  ;  he  says, 
^'  that  after  explaining  to  those  present,  the  course 
he  intended  to  pursue  in  taking  the  deceased's  in- 
structions for  some  intended  alterations  in  his  will, 
the  deponent  took  down  from  him»  in  the  presence 
pf  Mr.  Welb  and  Mr.  Stanley,  the  testator's  own 
ideas  of  the  property  which  he  possessed,  the  dis- 
positions he  had  made  of  it  by  his  will  and  codicils 
as  they  then  stood,  and  the  alterations  which  he 
wished  to  make,  but  it  being  apparent  to  them  all 
three  that  the  deceased's  mind  and  memory  were 
by  no  means  in  such  a  state  as  to  enable  him  to 
make  a  clear  and  consistent  disposition  of  his  pro- 
perty, it  was  agreed  by  all,  that  it  would  be  proper 
to  postpone  the  business,  and  an  appointment  was 
made  for  the  following  Tuesday.  At  this  meeting 
the  deceased  certainly  gave  such  evidient  proofs  of 
pi  want  of  recollection,  that  the  respondent  had  no 
doubt  of  his  being  in  a  state  unfit  to  make  any 
alteration  in  the  existing  testamentary  disposition 
of  his  property,"  he  says,  ^'  tiiat  he  was  with  the 
deceased  upon  the  occasion  now  deposed  of,  not 
less  than  two  hours ;"  here  it  is  obvious  that  Mr. 
Boodle  considered  that  the  whole  of  the  will  and 
codicils  was  to  .be  revised,  that  alterations  were  to 
be  made  in  every  part  of  them^  and  the  deceased 
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is  left  to  find  bis  way  through  tbem^  and  propose 
his  alterations  as  he  can.  This  might  be  quite 
proper  and  cautious;  I  am  merely  noticing  the 
fact.  He  say s^  '^  that  on  the  10th' of  December 
Mr.  Hinteside  called  upon  him  at  his  house  in 
Brook-street^  and.said^  that  now  finding  by  a  com- 
parison of  Mr.  Andrews  and  Mr.  John  Harrison's 
wills^  that  they  had  been  made  in  perfect  unison^ 
and  with  a  mutual  understanding  between  them- 
selves>  he  thought  that  no  alteration  could  properly 
take  place^  the  respondent  told  him  plainly^  that 
was  his  opinion  too ;  but  it  must  be  what  Mr.  An- 
drews Harrison  himself  should  determine.'*  Here 
Mr.  Boodle's  own  opinion  plainly  is^  that  no  alter- 
ations ought  to  be  made  in  the  will^  but  certainly 
he  is  not  impressed  with  the  permanency  of  the 
incapacity  of  Mr.  Andrews  Harrison  at  this  time» 
for  he  says^  that  it  must  be  what  Mr.  Andrews 
Harrison  himself  should  determine. 

Mr.  Stanley  states^  upon  the  32d  interrogatory^ 
that  ''  Mr.  Boodle  did  express  to  the  respondent 
on  his  return  home^  that  he  felt  himself  peculiarly 
situated^  with  reference  to  the  deceased^  knowings 
as  he  did^  that  the  wills  of  the  two  brothers  had 
been  made  by  them  with  a  distinct  understanding 
that  no  alteration  should  be  made  by  the  survivor, 
upon  which  point  the  deceased  and  his  brother  had 
been  very  anxious  for  many  years ;  and  the  cir« 
cumstanoe  of  the  deceased's  wishing,  immediately 
after  his  brother's  death,  to  make  such  Alterations; 
excited  in  his  mind  a  suspicion  of  the  deceased's 
capacity^  and  of  the  possible  influence  of  those 
about  the  deceased,  and  that  he  had  therefore  felt 
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himself  called  npon  to  be  very  cautiouB  in  the  8tep8« 
which  he  took/'-^This  is  the  accooat  which  Mr. 
Stanley  ^ves  of  the  conversation  between  himself 
and  Mr.  Boodle ;  but  I  think  this  is  manifestly 
stated  more  strongly  than  Mr.  Boodle  himself 
meant  to  state  it^  or  than  he  has  stated  it  in  his  de« 
position  in  several  respects^  but  more  particularly 
in  respect  to  this  distinct  understanding  betweela 
the  brothers^  Chat  no  alteration  should  be  made  by 
the  survivor,  it  only  shews  how  cautious  the  Court 
should  be  upon  aU  occasions  in  receiving  evidence 
of  mere  declarations  passing  in  conversation,  which 
are  so  easily  misapprehended,  and  which  are  so 
very  liable,  unintentionally,  to  be  exa^erated  and 
distorted  from  their  true  bearings ;  for  Mr.  Boodle, 
on  the  third  interrogatory,  thus  states  himself,  '^  be 
does  not  remember  any  desire  being  expressed  by 
both,  of  carrying  each  other's  wishes  into  eflTeet ; 
though  it  might  be  implied  by  their  giving  instnic«- 
tions  jointly,  as  they  did>  and  certainly  a  strong 
inclination  was  manifest  in  each  to  satisfy  the 
other ;  he  does  not  remember  any  wish  being  ex- 
pressedj  that  the  ultimate  arrangements  existing 
at  the  death  of  either,  should  not  be  varied  by  the 
survivor :"  surely  then  the  inference  drawn  from 
their  giving  iifstructions  together,  and  these  m{* 
fectioniate  brothers  feeling  a  strong  inclination  to 
make  their  dispositions  satis&ctory  to  each  otfier> 
is  something  fer  short  of  what  Mr.  Stanlqr  appre* 
hended,  namely,  that  there  was  a  ^Bstinct  ttmler* 
standing  between  them,  that  the  snrvivbr  sboold 
not  make  any  alterations  whatever ;  Mr.  Boodle 
never  so  understood  it,  for  he  makes  two  altera^ 
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tioDB  in  the  life-time  of  the  broUier..  and  when  the  iMf» 
brother  did  not  make  corresponding  flMeratioM,  f^^^ 
and  they  were  pro  tanto  alterations  when  the  bfo*  Si^v^-^ 
ther  was  in  a  state  of  incapacity^  and  he  makes  ^'^^•** 
two  other*  when  the  brother  was  in  a  state .  not  HARsisoit* 
competent  to  do  any  testamentary  act ;  bal  ^atilt 
it  is  quite  clear  Mr.  Boodle  goes  down  with  an  ian 
pressiOn  that  no  alteration  ought  to  be  made :  and 
with  an  impression  that  the  deceased's  capacity 
might  be  in  a  doubtful  state,  and  that  tlicare  mi|^ 
be  some  influence  exercised  by  those  about  the 
deceased.  He  says,  '^  he  went  again  to  tke  de- 
ceased's house  on  the  14th  of  December  with 
Mr.  Stanley,  and  he  read  over  with  Mr«  Andrews 
Harrison,  the  whole  of  bis  existing  wilt  of  1606, 
and  the  several  codicils  thereto^  taking  dowa  the 
deceased's  own  ideas  of  the  alterations  he  was  til 
make ;  and  the  various  instances  of  want  of  me*- 
mory  which  occurred  In  tiie  eoame  tif  taking 
them  down,  proved  to  their  mutual  oonVietiMi 
that,  although  much  better  ia  that  tespoct  tliaii 
at  their  last  meeting,  he  was  stiU  uafit  to  makB 
any  consistent  disposition  of  his  pvo{ieity»  He 
states  further^  that  oq  tbe  19tb  of  Manoh  fis^ 
lowing,  he  received  a  letter  from  the  deceased^  de« 
siring  him  to  come  to  Widmote  on  the  filttowilig 
Monday^  for  the  pujrposo  of  maUi^  a  c^dtott  la 
his  will{  iha  sfspondeat  wrote  to  the  idecrtatajt 
that  ha  prc(po6ed  atteiidi«i[  ham  s  drtfaUslaiiaM 
preveotiiighis  ^oing  there  upon  the  Monday,  <hoth 
the  letters  are  exhibited  ia  this  case)  he  went  theia 
on  Toesday  tha  2SA  of  MuOt,  fuU  endMMfodred 
again  to  take  iuirttctiooa  Uw^  tb«  dfloclied,  jfor 
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1818.       the  proposed  alterations  in  his  will,  taking  down  a 
Term.      ^^^  ^^  names  of  legatees  nnder  his  existing  will. 


specifying  such  as  the  deceased  conceived  to  be 
KiwLMiDE  ^i^j^  ^^^  afterwards  endeayouring  to  learn  from 

Harusoh.  him^  what  legacies  he  then  meant  to  leave;  bnt 
after  two  hours'  close  ikttention  to  all  he  said^  and 
taking  down  bis  intentions  2A  for  as  they  could  be 
at  all  made  out,  his  instructions  were  so  incoherent 
and  so  inconsistent  with  his  former  deliberate  and 
well  considered  intentions,  that  not  only  Mr.  Stan- 
ley and  the  respondent,  but  even  Mrs.  Jukes,  who 
had  shewn  great  anxiety  to  have  some  of  his  in- 
tentions carried  into  effect,  agreed  that  he  was  by 
no  means  in  a  state  of  mind,  memory,  or  under- 
standing, competent  to  make  any  new  disposition  of 
his  property  ;  the  respondent  therefore  returned  to 
London,  under  an  engagement  to  come  again  to 
Widmore  whenever  Mrs.  Jukes  should  find  him  to 
be  in  a  disposing  state  of  mind  and  intellect;  he 
states  further,  ''  that  he  remembers,  that  on  the 
second  visit  Mr.  Wells  did  express  an  opinion  that 
it  was  unnecessary  to  go  through  the  will  as  it 
confused  the  deceased;  and  he  wished  to  confine 
the  deceased  more  immediately  to  the  devise  of  the 
real  estate,  to  which  suggestion  the  respondent'  did 
not  feel  himself  at  liberty  to  agree :  upon  the  last 
of  the  three  interviews  of  which  he  has  herein  de- 
posed, the  deceased  had  his  existing  will  before 
him,  which  he  iread  himself^  making  his  own  re- 
marks on  each  particular  legacy  and  appointment 
a?  he  proceeded;  the  observations  which  he  so 
made  being  taken  down  in  writing  by  the  respond- 
ent.*'   Upon  the'  tenth  interrogatory  he  says  'Mhe 
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deceased  was  composed,  he  shewed  no  irritation,       isis. 
except  that  whenever  the  name  of  Mr.  Benjamin      7^^^^ 
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Harrison  was  mentioned  or  occurred,  he  spoke 
with  more  quickness  than  belonged  to  him/'  To 
the  1 1th  interrogatory  he  says,  ^'  that  from  the  Harrison 
observation  he  made,  he  considered,  and  still  does 
tonsider,  that  it  was  not  so  much  a  decay  of  un- 
derstanding as  of  memory  which  the  deceased 
manifested ;  he  says  '^  that  the  deceased  was  quite 
rational,  but  where  memory  was  concerned  very 
deficient.  The  respondent  cannot  take  upon  him- 
self to  say  the  deceased  was  permanently  incapa- 
ble/' Upon  the  12th  interrogatory  he  says  'Mt 
was  apparent  to  him,  that  the  deceased's  mind  was 
upon  all  three  occasions  of  which  he  has  deposed, 
strongly  impressed  with  a  feeling  against  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrison,  and  he  shewed  a  great  anx- 
iety to  make  alterations  of  those  bequests  which 
related  to  him,  in  some  degree  also  towards  Mr. 
Paul  Malin ;  when  the  respondent  was  with  the 
deceased  in  181S,  the  deceased  expressed  great 
concern  at  Mrl  Benjamin  Harrison  having  declined 
to  be  his  executor ;  but  he  did  not  then  shew  any 
such  feeling  of  irritation  as  existed  subsequently, 
and  how  that  had  arisen  the  respondent  does  not 
know." 

At  present  I  am  only  considering  how  this  evi«  ^ 
dence  bears  on  the  question  of  capacity :  how  it 
is  to  bear  either  on  volition^  or  on  fraud,  or  cir- 
cumvention, belongs  to  another  part  of  the  case; 
—Mr.  Boodle  goes  down  with  strong  preposses- 
sions against  any  alterations  being  made,  and  with 
unfavourable  impressions  in  other  respects  as  to 
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1818.      the  state  of  the  deceased:  on  the  two  first  occa* 
Term*      ^^^^^  ^^  thought  the  deceased  wished  to  make  an 


entire  new  will^  and  the  deceased  attempted  to 
^^^T™^  go  through  the  whole  of  this  long  and  coropli- 
lUsiuaoir*  cated  disposition  contained  in  bis  will  and  codicils : 
on  the  third  interview  also^  though  the  deceased 
had  mentioned  in  his  note^  which  is  not  exhibited^ 
^'  I  wish  to  make  a  codicil/'  yet  the  same  course 
is  still  pursued  of  going  through  the  whole  of  the 
testamentary  dispositions ;  the  deceased  becomes 
confused^  and  though,  as  Mr.  Boodle  says,  he  was 
quite  rational,  yet  he  shewed  strong  marks  of 
want  of  memory ;  and,  therefore,  Mr,  Boodle  de- 
clined proceeding.  He  and  Mr.  Wells  differ  in 
their  opinion  in  respect  to  the  course  which  ought 
to  have  taken  place  on  this  occasion ;  the  Court 
is  not  called  on  to  decide  that  point  between  them  : 
in  Mr.  Boodle'^  view  of  the  subject,  and  as  things 
appeared  to  him,  knowing  only  so  much  as  he 
did  of  the  state  of  mind  of  the  deceased,  the  coarse 
he  pursued  might  be  quite  correct  j  at  all  events 
his  conduct  was  perfectly  cautioas;  and,  without 
dm^tf  was  highly  honoumble.  The  Court  k  only 
considering  how  these  transactions  ought  to  bear 
out  the  geoeial  capacity  pf  the  deceased,  and  really^ 
under  such  circumstances  as  have  occurred^  the 
deceased  becoming  confused,  and  shewing  marks 
«f  4^ctive  recollectioiif  a  person  of  his  great  age, 
siliyecjt  ta  nervpus  fi^,  which. were  liable  tp  be 
brought  on  while  his  mind  was  anxious  and  agi- 
tated#  )these  tnuwuctionf^  though  they  are  extremely 
^■IKilt^pt  in  i£6nsidering  a  question  of  general 
€AP«<(ity^  4UPe,  iajufy  j^dgQiCAl^  by  UQ  meaiw  con- 
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clii0i¥e;  at  otber  times,  and  under  different  ctr*      i^is. 
enmatances,  and  the  deceaaed  attempting  a  lest  ex«      jWw. 
tensive  artangement,  he  might  not  be  confused^  hot    ^^^v^*^ 
might  reeoHect  all  cireumstances  connected  witb^    Kimaiiw 
and  necessary  to  give  effect  to  testamentary  acts  of  HAsuisib 
a  less  complex  sort ;  for,  as  Mr.  Boodle  obseryesy 
his  understanding  was  not  defective ;  he  is  qaite 
rational,  it  is  only  defect  of  recollection  that  is  im«- 
puted  to  him,  and  Mr.  Boodle  does  not  veatare  to 
say  he  was  impressed  with  an  idea  of  his  being 
permanently  incapable;  on  the  contrary,  at  the 
last  interview  he  proposes  attending  again  if  it 
shoald  be  necessary. 

It  is  proper  now  to  compare  this  with  the  iAha 
eridence,  to  see  whether  at  tbese  iqterfiewa  the 
deceased  was  in  his  general  and  ordiaaiy  state,  eir 
whether  he  was  seen  aiider  circamstanoes  of  dis« 
advantage  and  cenfasion,  and  defective  reeoUection^ 
which  did  not  exist  at  other  times :  for  this  pur- 
pose it  may  be  right  now  to  advert  to  some  of  the 
evidence  produced  by  Mr.  Kinleside  in  svpport  of 
the  general  capacity ;  for  hitherto  the  Coart  has 
only  examined  the  evidence  produced  by  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrisoii  in  support  of  his  case. 

Mrs.  Jukes^  the  old  lady  in  v^iiose  hovset  the  de* 
ceased  lived  for  so  many  yeata,  has  bean  eaamined  i 
she  had  nndoubtodly  the  very  best  opfMirtnnitiea 
of  obsoving  die  state  of  Ike  deceaited's  mind^  beiqg 
constantly  in  his  society;  at  the  same  tmse  die  is 
very  old,  she  is  eighty  years  of  age  at  the  time  of 
the  examhwtion,  and  is  certainly  subject  to  soma 
lapses  of  memory :  she  has  und^osw  one  of  the 
longest  examinations  ever  taken  in  Ibia  Cmirt,  first 
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1818.       on  a  very  long  allegation^  and  then  on  upwards  of 
Term.      '^'^^7  interrogatories  :  but  I  see  no  reason  to  sup- 
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pose  she  does  not  relate  what  she  recollects  truly 
and  with  integrity,  and  her  account  is  this  : — "  she 
Harruok.  was  acquainted  with  the  deceased  for  nearly  sixty 
years ;  he  came  to  reside  with  her  about  the 
year  1789,  and  continued  to  reside  with  her  till 
his  death ;  for  several  years  before  his  death,  he 
was  subject  to  a  nenrons  attack,  which  was  some- 
times like  a  fit :  she  remembers  that  the  deceased 
was  first  attacked  with  the  nervous  complaint, 
of  which  she  is  now  deposing,  several  years  be- 
fore  his  death,  in  a  slight  degree^  they  then 
lasted  only  for  a  little  while ;  their  effect  wag  to 
confuse  him,  and  he  did  not  know  where  be  was 
or  what  he  vras  about ;  sometimes  they  woukl  go 
off  in  a  little  while,  at  other  times  the  nervous  af- 
fection would  continue  upon  him  for  some  days : 
as  he  advanced  in  years  the  attacks  came  on  more 
violently,  and  assumed  a  different  appearaace,  be- 
ing more  like  fits,  but  they  were  uncertain  both 
as  to  their  recurrence  and  duration ;  if  any  thing 
happened  to  agitate  him,  it  vrould  bring  on  the 
nervous  attack,  but  generally  they  came  on  with- 
out previous  notice  or  warning.  Within  the  last 
two  years,  tiie  last  of  aH  more  particularly,  the 
attacks  were  more  violent,  and  more  frequent  too, 
than  they  had  been  before,  but  she  thinks,  that 
when  they  became  more  violent  they  were  sooner 
over;  that  at  all  times  during  1812, 1813,  and  J&14, 
and  almost  to  the  very  time  of  his  death,  the  de- 
ceased retained  his  mental  faculties,  and  excepting 
those  times  when  he  was  suffering  under  the  attacks 
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to  which  8he  has  deposed,  or  the  effects  of  such  at- 
tacks^ be  was  of  perfectly  sound  mind  and  nnder- 
slandinj^ ;  his  memory  was  so  far  affected  by  the 
repeated  nervous  attacks^  that  he  did  not  remember 
persons  whom  he  was  not  accustomed  to  see,  till  he 
was  told  who  they  were ;  otherwise  his  knowledge 
and  recollection  of  persons,  particularly  those 
about  him,  were  good ;  he  was  so  deaf,  that  the 
deponent's  voice  being  weak,  she  could  not  con- 
verse much  with  him^  but  whenever  he  did  join 
in  conversation^  he  conversed  very  rationally  and 
sensibly,  and  with  great  good  humour,  for  he  was 
a  very  sensible  man,  aijd  remarkably  cheerful, 
though  very  calm.  It  was  his  constant  habit  to 
read  to  her  the  psalms  of  the  day,  and  lessons,  un- 
less prevented  by  visitors  or  illness ;  now  and  then 
he  was  fond  of  a^  little  fun ;  if  he  came  to  any 
passage  that  reflected  upon  women,  he  would  be 
humorous  upon  it;  he  was  capable  of  compre- 
hending the  state  of  his  affairs,  and  fully  capable 
of  managing  tbein  to  the  last,  always  paying  his 
own  biUs,  and  regularly  entering  in  his  account 
book  all  the  payments  he  made ;  but  he  did  this 
principally  in  his  own  room, .  though  he  made  no 
secret  about  any  thing ;  the  deceased  used  to  assist 
the  deponent  in  keeping  her  accounts,  in  which 
he  now  and  then  discovered  a  mistake,  and  that 
he  was  always  capable,  except  when  under  the  in- 
fluence of  his  nervous  complaint,  of  settling  any 
accounts  whatever,  without  assistance,  or  of  doing 
any  act  requiring  thought,  judgment,  and  reflec- 
tion ;  that  neither  she  herself,  nor  any  9ther  per- 
son, thought  of  treating  him  otherwise  than  as  a 
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)8ia      pttTMii  who  was  vary  OBpable ;  he  would  have  been 
tUtZ     offeoded^  and  pmperiy  so,  if  they  had  doM  other* 


wise.'*     ThiB  if  the  aiibatance  of  the  old  lady's 
KuMJBum   g^^mjj  j-«aad  it  ^ery  mwh  correaponds  with  the 

Baaauoii.  account  of  the  maid^aarvaiit  Alexander;  and  is 
confinoed  by  other  reapectaUe  witnesses. 

The  next  p»eraon  to  whom  I  shall  advert,  who  is 
coBsidered  on  both  sides  an  imporient  witness,  b  a 
medical  attendant  and  friend  of  the  decsaaed,  Mr. 
Robarta ;  he  ftates  ''  that  he  attended  the  deceased 
during  tjhe  yebr  IS\%  sometimes  as  often  as  three 
or  fb«f  times  a  week ;  be  continned  to  visit  him 
pveUy  vegiilafly  down  |o  the  month  of  October, 
1814;  he  was  then  absent  till  the  beginnings  of 
December,  when  his  visits  were  renewed,  and  con* 
tinned  till  the  end  of  the  year  1815:  the  deceased 
was  at  all  timea  very  friendly  with  the  deponent, 
who,  independent  of  professional  attendanee,  was 
living  in  habita  of  friendship  with  bim,  and  from 
the  frequency  and  length  of  his  visits,  he  acquired 
aa  accurate  knowledge  of  the  state  of  the  de« 
ceased's  body  and  mind  ;  that  in  consequence  of  a 
poculiar  habit  of  body,  he  was  liable  to  an  oeea* 
aional  interruption  of  his  mental  fiEu^ulties ;  <be  at- 
tMtk  camia  on  without  previews  notice,  and  at  no 
particular  or  stated  periods;  be  has  seen  tiie  de* 
ceased  fireqacntly  when  under  the  iniaence  of 
such  attachs^  the  effcd;  of  which  was  to  fHPoduce 
m  total  auspeosion  of  his  mental  powers ;  excepts 
ing  upon  these  occasions  die  deceased  was  ataB 
tioms  in  the  years  1812^  1813;  and  1814,  and  aa 
long  as  he  conthiued  fen  see  him,  of  sound  mind, 
memory,  and  understandiiag^  and  had  upfArenHy 
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a  perfect  knowledge  and  recollection  of  his  friends       tsis. 

SttMter 

and   acquaintance;    he  was   capable  of   under*      j^^,^ 
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standing  what  passed  in  converBation^  and  did  at 
all  tiaies  converse  with  the  deponent  and  others 
in  his  presence^  in  a  very  rational  manner."  An  HABsisoti. 
hypothesis  has  been  attempted  to  be  constrncted 
upon  the  evidence  of  this  witness,  that  these  fits 
had  no  effect  upon  the  deceased's  mind  except 
when  they'  were  visibly  present,  producing  this 
total  sort  of  suspension  of  faculty,  but  that  neither 
before  nor  after;  and  that  therefore,  unless  the 
mental  powers  of  the  deceased  were  whoHy  sus* 
pended,  the  deceased  was  in  his  ordinary  state. 
Now  I  cannot  but  think  that  what  I  have  just 
stated  from  this  evidence,  is  the  sound  result  of 
Mr.  Roberts*  evidence ;  and  that  be  by  no  means 
intends  to  give  any  other  opinion ;  and  if  he  did,  it 
would  be  at  variance  with  all  the  other  evidence  in 
the  cause.  No  doubt  his  feculties  were  affbcted  at 
tbe  approach  of  a  fit,  and  perhaps  still  more  after 
k  was  over ;  sometimes  it  did  not  come  to  a  fit^ 
and  yet  he  was  affected,  it  being  kept  off  by  the 
medicine  ;'«**he  took  valerian  ;~and  it  contiimed  for 
•ome  time  in  a  greater  or  less  degree.  Th^  wit- 
Bess  goes  on  lo  say,  ^  he  was  food  at  times  of  am 
innocent  joke ;  he  saye,  idso>  he  hits  gone  into  the 
room  oecasionaHy  in  the  morning  vrhen  the  de* 
ceased  was  reading  in  the  MMe  er  pmyerwbodc, 
and  he  did  net  leave  off  reading  immediiEitely,  but 
read  aloud  to  the  eadi  of  the  chapter,  or  some  verse 
w4iere  ha  could  convenienftiy  stop.''  AI  Aese  flicts 
speak  for  themselves.  TImre  is  aaodier  part  of 
bis  evidence,  however^  wbieh  is  ilBsctviag  ef  iHI 
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1818.  more  attention ;  for  it  relates  to  the  deceased's 
Term.  cafMicity  for  business.  He  says^  that  every  year 
the  deceased  was  in  the  habit  of  desiring  the  de* 
ponent  to  send  in  his  account  to  the  close  of 
Harrisok*  the  year ;  the  deponent  accordingly  did  so^  charg- 
ing to  the  deceased  the  medicine  which  he  had 
supplied ;  and  within  a  few  days  after  the  deponent 
always  received  from  the  deceased  an  envelope^ 
addressed  by  him  containing  the  account  which 
had  been  rendered^  at  the  foot  of  which  the  de« 
ceased  had  added  such  a  sum  as  he  thought  proper 
for  the  deponent's  visits^  which  were  never  charged 
in  the  account  The  two  sums  were  cast  up  by 
the  deceased^  always  making  an  even  sum ;  for 
which  amount  he  enclosed  sometimes  bank-notes^ 
at  other  times  a  draft  on  his  bankers^  filled  up^  and 
signed  by  him.  The  deceased  either  delivered  it 
to  the  deponent  if  he  happened  to  callj  on  which 
occasions  he  verbally  requested  the  deponent  to 
send  him  a  stamped  receipt  at;  his  leisure ; — ^if  he  did 
not  see  the  deponent,  the  envelope  was  left  at  the 
deponent's  house/'  He  goes  on  to  state,  *'  that  ex* 
cepting  when  suffering  from  the  nervous  attacks, 
the  deponent  never  witnessed  in  the  deceased  a 
want  of  thought,  judgment,  or  reflection."  He 
states  another  particular  circumstance  ;~-^^  that  he 
remembers  having  played  at  whist  with  the  deceased 
on  the  29th  of  September,  1814,"  that  is,  long 
after  the  last  codicil  ;^'^thlM;  he  played  with  him 
both-  before  and  after  that  time ;— but  that  is  the 
only  date  to  which  he  can  depose.  He  played  on 
that  occasion  against  the  deceased,  and  for  money ; 
the  deceased  had  a  perfect  recollection  of  every 
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point  of  the  gaine>  and  played  renarkaUy  waH  i^      IVktu 
and  ke  cmioliides  by  Btating,  thai  daiiA^  the  but      jW*^ 


siK  or  €ight  moBths  before  liis  death  Ifae  deoeaBod'a 

mind  appeased  to  be  leas  finn  than  it  bad  been,  aod   ^^^^' 

it  appeared  to  bme  guren  way/'  H^amsoif. 

Now,  jn  regard  to  what  Ihia  wttneas  jays  te« 
qiectiag  the  payment  of  his  bills,  ibe  books  of 
aoeoont  have  been  referred  to,  and  aome  obsevaa- 
tions  ha^re  been  made  npcm  them  in  the  argument. 
No.  117  is  the  bill  which  .the  deceased  paid  Mr« 
Roberts  in  Janoary,  1813,  and  the  account  giveoi 
by  4bis  witness  of  the  mode  ef  payment  is  to  be 
recollected.  The  bill  is  paid  in  Januitiu^y,  and 
here  is  a  receipt  to  the  bill,  dated  Jsinnary  lith..^ 
^'  Bromley,  January  14th,  1813.— ^Received  of  An«- 
drews  Harrison,  Esqnire,  the  sum  of  thicty-Ave 
pounds,  by  payment  of  Mr.  Pavl  Molin,  for  medi- 
Gkies«nd  attendance  <to  the  31st.of  December  1813, 
for  scdf  and  pa9tner.'<-Wiiliam  Rpbents/'  And  it 
is  inferred  from  the  circunstance^of  its  being  stated 
hi  the  receipt  to  have  been  paid  by  the  bands  of 
Mr.  Paul  Malin,  that  it  was  not  the  ^deceased  that 
settled  this  acconat,  but  4hat  it  was  Mr.  ¥mji 
Malin.  Now  Mr.  Malip  at  ^that  time  kept  the  4le* 
ceased's  cash.  Mr.  Roberts  ^ays,  that  the  some- 
times received  ^payment  in  'bank  notes,  and  fome- 
times  in  «  draft  -^pon  the  banker.  Of  coarse,  .if 
the  deceased  drew  a  draft,  it  woold  be.a  drafton 
Mr.  Malin  ;  probably  he  might ibe  directed  to  .pay 
it  in  money.  It  is  charged  in  Mr.  Malin  •saccoant 
of  January,  1814 ;  it  certainly  therefore  wfuspaid 
by  him ;  and  as  Mr.  Malin  bad  got  into  difficulties, 
the  4eceased  *niigbt  desire  it  should  ^c  inserted  in 
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the  receipt^  ''paid  by  the  hands  of  Mr.  Malin ;" 
but  I  think  there  is  nothing  which  proves  the  bill 
was  not  settled  by  the  deceased  himself  in  the  man- 
ner stated  by  the  witness.  In  the  first  place  here 
is  a  sum  added  at  the  bottom  for  attendances ;  the 
bill  is  £29.  14s.  9d. ;  here  is  £b.  5s.  3d.  added, 
making  35/.;  the  bill  is  endorsed  '' Roberts ,  and 
Ilott,  I2th  January,  1813,  352."  In  the  deceased's 
own  hand-writing  in  the  account^book,  upon  the 
12th  of  January,  1813,  is  the  entry  for  the  35/. 
paid  to  Roberts  and  Ilott;  in  Mr.  Malin's  ac- 
count current,  here  is  upon  the  12th  of  January, 

1813,  35/.  to  Roberts  and  Ilott.  Now,  all  these 
entries  being  upon  the  12th  of  January,  I  am  led  to 
conclude  that  the  transaction  between  the  deceased 
and  Mr.  Roberts  was  conducted  upon  that  day,  and 
that  he  then  gave  a  draft  to  Mr.  Roberts  upon  Mr. 
Malin  ;,for  Mr.  Malin's  receipt  is  not  dated  till  two 
days  afterwards ;  it  is  dated  January  the  14th ;  and 
therefore  that  perfectly  accords  with  the  drafts  be- 
ing drawn  on  January  the  12th.  .  Mr.  Malin  in  his 
account  enters  it  on  that  day ;  the  receipt  is  not 
^ven  till  the  14th,  which  is  the  date  when  the 
draft  was  presented  for  payment,  or  when  Mr. 
Malin  was  <lirected  to  call  on  him  and  pay  him. 
But  this  is  not  the  only  transaction  of  the  kind ; 
here  is  a  similar  one  in  the  next  year,  and  which  is 
a  still  more  important,  period  of  time.  ^  January, 

1814,  here  is  Mr.  Roberts's  bill  for  that  year 
£27.  12s.  lOd. ;  the  deceased  in  his. own  hand*' 
writing  thus  adds  to  it  £b.  7s.  2d.  the  two  making 
together  the  even  sum  of  33/. ;— here  is  Mr.  Ro- 
berts's i;ecei|>t  for  this  sum  ;-^here  is  on  the  back 
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of  the  receipt^  in  the  deceased's  own  Jiand-writing^       1818- 
'^Roberts  and  Uott,  15th  January,  1814,  33/.;"      f^ 


and  in  the  deceased's  cash-book  here  is  ''  by  Ro- 
berts and  Ilott  33/.  ;*'— but  here  is  stiU  more,  for  ^''^^"« 
here  is  the  draft  dravvn  and  filled  iip  by  the  de-  Harrison. 
ceased  himself  upon  his  new  bankers,  Martin, 
Stone,  and  Company,  for  this  33/. ;  here  is  the  cor- 
responding part  of  the  check  filled  up  by  him  for 
this  sum  of  money,  so  that  here  are  these  transact 
tions  of  business  completed  in  all  their  parts,  and 
at.most  important  periods  of  time  proved  by  the 
clearest  evidence,  by  the  oral  testimony  of  Mr. 
Roberts,  without  adverting  to  the  exhibits,  and  by 
the  exhibits  brought  in  and  admitted  to  be  in  the 
deceased's  hand-writing.  No^,  that  a  man  who 
can  do  all  this,  and  yet  from  fmbecillity  of  mind 
can  do  no  testamentary  act,  however*  cautiously 
conducted,  and  however  free  from  suspicion  of 
fraud,  is,  I  think,  quite  untenable. 

The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Wells.  He  was  an  in- 
timate friend  of  the  deceased,  and  the  account 
which  he  gives  of  him  is  to  this  effect ;  that  he 
was  intimately  acquainted  with  the  deceased  many 
years ;  who  had  a  key  of  deponent's  shrubbery, 
and  used  very  frequently  to  walk  therein ;  he  fre* 
quently  also  came  to  deponent's  house,  and  after 
the  death  of  Mr.  John  Harrison,  the  deponent  fre- 
quently dined  with  the  deceased  at  Shawfield,  and 
the  deceased  also  dined  with  the  deponent  at  Bick- 
ley,  which  intercourse  continued  till  the  deceased's 
death,  but  was  less  frequent  during  the  last  six  or 
twelve  months  of  his  life.  The  deceased's  mental 
faculties  were  then  on  the  decline,  and  during  that 
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in^      period  fhe  presence  of  the  deponent  brraght  back 
Term.      *^  ^  deceased'^  recollection  these  happy  periods 
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of  his  life  when  the  deponent's  fiither  and  nnde 
were  Kving^  and  the  deceased  nsed  to  lament  that 
H'AKRism.  those  days  were  gone^  and  was  srflected  hy  it.  The 
deceased  €er  many  years  was  snbject  to  nervons 
attacks^  which  were  attended  with  a  temporary 
loss  of  memory  ;  sometimes  the  attados  lasted  only 
tof  a  few  minales^  at  other  tiroes  they  continned 
longer^  and  except  when  snffering  nnder  those  at- 
tacks^ he  believed  him  to  be  of  perfectly  sound 
mhfid^  memory^  and  understanding,  as  perfectly  as 
'  any  man  of  his  age  whom  the  deponent  ever  saw ; 
be  had  a  perfect  knowledge  and  recollection  of  bis 
friends  and  acquaintance,  and  of  those  about  hhn. 
About  Hie  time  of  Mr.  Mafin's  failure  the  deceased 
sent  for  the  deponent  to  speak  to  him  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  his  affairs,  when  he  found  that  the  deceased 
fully  comprehended  the  state  of  them^  and  from 
what  then  passed  he  has  no  doubt  he  was  fully 
capable  of  managing  them  ;  he  shewed  to  the 
deponent  the  cash-account  of  Mr,  Malin,  which 
tbe  deceased  appeared  to  have  balanced  very  re- 
gularfy.  He  had  no  doubt  the  deceased  was  ca- 
pable of  settling  bills,  keeping  his  accounts,  and 
managing  bis  own  affairs,  without  any  assistance^ 
or  doing  any  act  requiring  thought,  judgment, 
and  reflection.  He  has  been  present  when  Mrs. 
Jukes  has  unnecessarily  interfered  to  explain  what 
she  supposed  the  deceased  not  to  have  heard,  and 
the  deceased  shewed  some  impatience  at  her  inter* 
ference.  He  goes  on  to  state,  '^  that  the  depo- 
nent was  requested  by  the  deceased  to  be  present 
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at  the  <q[>eiung  of  his  brother's  will ;  be  then  met      ^^ 
the  deceased  for  the  first  time  after  his  brother^      Term. 


death ;  on  teeiog  the  depooent  the  deceased  held 
up  his  haojla,  and  expressed  the  greatest  eoncfim  i^^^»u« 
at  the  loss  of  bis  brother;  he  seemed  to  be  in  HiRiuAos^ 
great  distress^  and  said  that  be  had  kst  his  all/' 

The  case  set  up  is,  that  tlie  deceased  was  so 
reduced  to  a  state  of  second  childhood^  that  he 
was  perfectly  unin^ressed  by  the  death  of  his 
brother,  whereas  it  appears  from  this  and  a  great 
deal  of  other  evidence,  that  the  deceased  was  most 
ejuseedingly  oppressed  and  distressed  by  the  death 
of  his  brother,  and  felt  it  most  deeply.  As  to  his 
playing  at  cards  before  the  fuoeral,  whidi  was 
dwelt  on  at  the  bar,  I  confess,  considering  bis 
state  at  the  times  his  deafness,  and  so  on^  and  that 
cards  were  his  usual  amusement,  it  does  not  shev^ 
any  want  of  memory,  or  any  want  of  capacity, 
that  he  should  wish,  or  that  his  friends  should  press 
him  to  play  a|t  cards  at  that  time ;  it  was  a '  mere 
substitute  for  conversation,  to  which  he  was  almost  • 
obliged  to  resort.  As  to  his  capacity  for  playing 
at  cards,  Mr.  Wells  says,  *'  he  did  not  consider 
him  incompetent  till  within  the  last  six  months  of 
his  life,  during  which  time  he  did  not  play  with 
him ;  and,  tiierefore,  he  cannot  depose  to  his  com* 
petency  or  incompetency ;  but  he  played  with  him 
within  the  last  twelve  months  of  his  lifi^  when  it 
was  tiie  observation  of  the  deponent's  nephew,  aa 
well  as  himself,  that  the  deceased  played  remarii* 
ably  well :  whether  they  then  played  for  money 
or  not  he  does  not  particularly  remember^  butjhe 
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believes  they  did^  and  certainly  the  deceased  was 
then  folly  competent  to  play  for  money/' 

In  addition  to  this  there  is  the  evidence  of  the 
Rev,  Mr.  Walmsley,  who  was  acquainted  for  30 
years  with  the  deceased.  He  lived  on  terms  of  in- 
timacy with  him  down  to  the  time  of  his  death. 
He  saw  him  frequently  while  he  resided  at  Ghisle- 
hurst^  which  was  till  1805^  when  he  removed  to 
London^  and  used^  though  more  seldom^  to  see 
the  deceased  afterwards ;  and  during  the  years 
1813, 1813, 1814,  and  1815,  he,  upon  the  average, 
visited  the  deceased,  once  a  month :  when  so  visit- 
ing, he  almost  always  slept  one  night  at  Widmore; 
he  had,  therefore,  frequent  and  very  foil  opportu* 
nities  of  judging  of  the  capacity  of  the  deceased,  a 
person  quite  as  capable  of  judging,  perhaps,  as  the 
witness,  William  Taylor ;  but  he  relates  facts  which 
give  the  Court  an  opportunity  of  judging  for  itself. 
He  says,  "  that  the  deceased  occasionally,  when  the 
deponent  was  obliged  to  be  in  London  early  in 
the  morning,  sent  him  in  his  own  carriage,  and 
upon  such  occasion  the  deponent  having  mentioned 
such  his  intention  to  the  deceased,  when  he  ar- 
rived at  Widmore  in  the  morning  or  before  din- 
ner, the  deceased  recollected  it,  and  at  the  usual 
time  in  the  evening,  perhaps  about  eight  or  nine 
o'clock,  he  of  his  own  accord  gave  orders  to  his 
coachman  to  be  ready  the  next  morning  to  take 
the  deponent  to  London  at  the  time  required;" 
(now  that  shews  understanding  and  forethought  on 
the  part  of  the  deceased  ;)  *'  and  the  deceased  was 
very  exact  and  particular  in  the  directions  which 
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he  80  gave.  The  last  time  this  oecurred  v^as^  ac- 
cording to  the  best  of  his  recollection  and  belief, 
within  the  last  six  months  of  his  life/* '  (This  is 
the  person  #hom  Taylor  would  represent  as  utterly 
incapable  of  giving  any  order  whatever  to  any 
servant).  He  says,  "  that  the  deceased  was  spbject 
to  nervous  attacks,  which  were  attended  with  a  to- 
tal abstraction  of  thought,  and  suspension  of  his 
mental  faculties ;  the  attacks  he  witnessed  never 
lasted  longer  than  from  ten  to  twenty  minutes,  and 
when  they  subsided,  the  deceased's  faculties  and 
recollection  returned,  and  within  an  hour  after- 
wards he  was  entirely  himself  again;  that,  excepting 
when  under  the  influence  of  one  of  those  attiacks, 
the  deceased  was  at  all  times,  during  the  years 
1813,  1813,  and  1814,  of  sound  mind,  memory, 
and  understanding;  but  he  thinks  that  the  de- 
ceased's faculties  were  not  so  strong  during  the 
last  year  of  his  life  as  they  had  been  before,  but 
he  does  not  think  they  were  materially  impaired  ; 
that,  he  had  a  perfect  knowledge  and  recollection 
of  his  friends  and  acquaintance,  and  of  those  about 
him,  except  when  under  the  influence  of  the  be- 
fore-mentioned attacks,  during  the  last  year  of  his 
life  ;  not  many  months  before  his  death,  the  de- 
ceased having  seen  the  deponent  from  a  window 
which  looked  down  the  road,  as  he  approached 
the  house,  came  out  to  receive  him,  and  began 
immediately  to  converse  in  his  accustomed  good 
humoured  and  jocular  manner ;  the  deponent  has 
gone  into  the  room,  and  found  the  deceased  read* 
ing  the  psalms  and  scripture  lessons  for  the  day, 
and  he  has  heard  him  make  remarks  upon  them 
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080  ci«B»  DnrniiNfiB  nt  thb 

1M8.      whidft  were  both  pertinent  and  semible/'    He  is 
j^^      ttttted  by  BOfloe  of  the  witaessefl  to  hftve  read  ra- 


narknbly  weit,  which  could  hardly  be  the  case  with 
Km ju»z»E  ^  ^j^  ^,j^  ^^  redneed  to  chfldhood ;  and  Stil- 

Tlknnmut.  wdl  say»>  he  was  accastomed  to  look  oat  the 
ps*hM  of  (he  day  hhnsdC  without  assistance.  Mr. 
Waliadey  goes  on  to  aay^  that  within  the  last  yew 
or  two  of  the  deceased's  life^  he  has  been  present 
when  bis  coachman  came  in  to  settle  bis  aeooattt 
with  (be  deeeaaed ;  the  deceased  looked  over  the 
articles^  cast  ap  the  account^  and  paid  it^  wifhont 
any  assislance^  and  as  iar  as  the  deponent  ob- 
served^ without  difficalty.  He  states,  that  npon 
anoUier  occtaion^  a  farmer,  Fnz^ey,  iM^onght  his 
bill  for  corn ;  the  farmer  was  called  Into  the  par- 
hmv,  and  the  deponent  is  pretty  certain  that  (be 
deceased  paid  him  at  the  time  withoot  assistahce. 
He  says  thai  the  deceased  was  cettatnly,  in  the 
deponent's  opinioh,  at  all  times,  when  not  nnder 
the  inftnence  of  fits,  lally  capable  of  settling  all 

m 

each  accounts,  and  paying  his  bills,  without  any 
assistance  whatever,  and  was  fully  capable  of 
doing  any  aet  rehiring  thought,  judgment,  or  re*- 
flection. 

It  might  be  unnecessary  to  add  to  thia^  but  evea 
the  witnesses  produced  on  the  candUU  on  their 
first  examination,  Mr.  Ilott  and  Dn  Smith,  couf- 
firm  it  Mr.  Ilott  was  acquainted  with  the  de- 
ceased for  eleven  yekrs,  and  he  says,  tlmt  during 
the  last  thrte  or  foar  years  he  attandcfd  tdie  de- 
ceased almost  entirely,  and  was  in  the  habit  of  call- 
ing on  him  every  seeond  day;  so  that  he  had 
very  frequent  opportudities  of  seeing  him ;  and 
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he  my%,  on  the  second  interrogatory,  "  that  there  ^^ 
was  occasionally  an  absence  of  memory  in  the  de«  Tmn. 
ceased^  but  thai  in  general  the  deceased's  memory 
and  understanding  were  animpalred  daring  the  ^ 
two  years  before  May,  1814."  He  says  to  the  Hawumk, 
third  interrogatory,  "  the  deceased  did  not  mii- 
formly  converse  so  as  to  satisfy  the  respondent  that 
he  was  in  complete  possession  of  his  mental  facul- 
ties ;  there  were  times  when  he  did  not  recollect 
the  respondent — about  fiTe  or  six  in  number/'  So 
that  in  the  course  of  three  or  four  years  calling 
upoit  the  deceased  three  or  four  times  a-week, 
there  were  four  or  five  times,  that  is,  not  once  in 
fifty  times,  in  which  the  deceased  did  not  recolr 
lect  the  deponent,  which  perfectly  accords  with 
Mr.  Robert's  account  of  those  attacks.  He  says, 
on  the  6th  interrogatory,  '"that  he  has  heard  it 
said>  thiit  the  deceased  had  become  imbecile,  and 
was  incapable  of  managing  his  affairs,  for  some 
years  before  his  death ;  but  the  respondent  paid 
no  attention  to  such  report,  because  he  knew  the 
contrary  to  be  the  ikct.'' 

The  Rev.  Dr.  Smith,  who  is  the  clergyman 
of  the  parish,  who  has  known .  the  deceased  for 
above  thirty  years,  says,  "  he  was  not  in  the  habit 
of  visiting  the  deceased  for  the  laat  four  or  fiive 
years,  previous  to  hia  death,  but  he  called  upon  him 
occasiohaUy.  He  rtmembdft,  after  the  37th  of 
ApriV  1814,  meeUng  the  deceased  at  dinner  at 
prodtttent's,  they  played  at  whist  together  In  the 
evening;  the  respondent  and  the  deceased  were 
partners,  they  phyed  two  rubbers,  and  the  de- 
ceased phiyed  as  good  a  game  as  ever;««'he  was  ttB 
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perfectly  in  his  senses  as  any  man  ;  this  was  about 
a  year^  he  says,  before  his  death ;"  that  was  long 
after  the  last  of  these  codicils.  Dr.  Smith  plays 
with  him^  Mr.  Roberts  plays  against  him ;  Mr. 
Wells  and  his  nephew  are  by-standers^  seeing  him 
play  at  whist,  and  think  him  a  remarkably  good 
player,  and  to  suppose  a  man  under  thiese  circum- 
stances is  so  reduced  to  childhood,  so  lost  to  every 
thing  he  does,  as  not  to  be  capable  to  do  any 
testamentary  act  whatever,  is  really  a  situation  we 
cannot  very  well  consider  as  existing. 

Now  these  are  the  leading  features  of  the  depo- 
sitions of  the  witnesses,  and  the  result  is  quite  ob- 
vious; they  disprove  the  case  set  up  of  total  inca^ 
pacity.  But  to  rebut  the  averment  which  was 
made,  that  the  deceased  was  unable  to  manage  his 

■ 

own  affairs,  and  to  pay  his  own  bills,  and  to  settle 
any  accounts  ;  his  own  papers  have  been  exhibited 
in  the  cause,  and  some  of  them  (perhaps  sufficient) 
have  been  already  adverted  to  by  the  Court.  Now 
here,  in  the  first  place  is  the;  fact,  that  the  de- 
ceased did  manage  his  own  affairs ;  that  no  other 
person  is  proved  to  have  assumed  that  authority 
over  them  for  him.  Mr.  Malin^  first,  and  Mr; 
Kinleside  afterward^;,  did  overlook  his  brother's^ 
Mr.' John  Harrison's,  accounts,  the  deceased  only 
supplyuig  money;  but  the  deceased^  down  to  a 
very  late  period  of  his  life,  kept  his  own  private 
accounts,  paid  his  own  bills,  drew  his  owii  drafts  ; 
no  evidence  is  produced  to  prove  he  did  not  do  aH 
these  things  himself:-  he  might  occasionally  have  a 
draft  filled  up  by  a  friend  who  was  with  him,  Mr. 
Kinleside  or  any  other  person ;  but  nothing  further 
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18  proved.    Here  is  in  several  instances  proof  com-       I8I8. 
ing  out  incidentally^  that  he  did  the  whole  himself,      71^,^, 


without  assistance. 

It  was  quite  unnecessary^  in  my  judgment,  to  "^^^"> 
examine  further  witnesses  upon  this  point  ?  the  do*  Harrison. 
cuments  being  in  the  hand- writing  of  the  deceased, 
they  are  his  accounts ;  and  it  lay  on  the  other  side 
to  shew  they  were  not  kept  by  him,  but  by  another 
person  for  him.  One  small  part  of  the  account* 
book,  and  one  small  part  only,  during  the  latter 
part  of  the  year  1812,  has  been  attacked  in  argu- 
ment. As  to  many  of  the  objections,  the  Court  was 
satisfied,  at  th6  time,  that  they  were  unfounded ; 
some  indeed  were  given  upj  others  were  adhered  to; 
but  upon  looking  carefully  into  the  accounts  since, 
as  far  as  a  person  not  conversant  with  these  matters 
may  venture  to  trust  himself,  I  think  most  or  all  of 
the  objections  are  of  little  weight  or  erroneous. 
There  are  a  few  false  castings  up,  and  who  does 
not  make  blunders  of  this  kind  ?  there  are  two  en- 
tries of  the  same  thing,  one  of  which  is  afterwards 
erased  ;  that  has  occurred  in  former  years ;  things 
are  entered  on  one  side  that  should  be  on  the  other, 
but  again,  that  species  of  mistake  occurs  in  former 
years.  There  are  great  errors  in  page  49.  Here 
is  a  deficiency  of  cash  149Z.,  I  think,  in  the  year 
1810,  and  in  the  year  1809  a  deficiency  of  cash^ 
making  a  difference  of  1352.  Who  does  not  occa- 
sionally omit  entries  of  expenditure  ?  but  this  is  in 
1809,  when  his  capacity  is  unimpeached:  there 
is  in  1810  a  deficiency  of  1052.  68.  Id.;  little 
omissions  of  that  kind  occur  in  the  former  part  of 
his  life. 
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ista  The  great  circumstance  relied  on  ki  the  argo* 

^^^  nient  was/  that  there  is  quite  a  change  in  th^ 
^^v-^^  principle  of  keeping  the  account,  occurring  about 
KiKumt  tjje  middle  of  1812^  which  can  only  be  accounted 
HjtmBitov.  for  by  the  deceased's  being  incapable  on  account 
of  Mr*  MaUn  no  longer  assisting  him  in  keep- 
ing his  accounts  :--^it  is  stated^  that  one  side  of 
the  account  contains  all  his  sources  of  income ; 
and  the  other  all  his  expenditure ;  and  that  he 
has  entered  sources  of  income  twice  oven  Now, 
the  objection  is  not  quite  correct  in  point  of  fact ; 
in  his  private  accounts  the  mode  in  which  he  car* 
ries  them  on  is  tbisi'—he  brings  forward  his  ba- 
lance from  the  last  year,  and  be  includes  in  it,  not 
merely  cash  in  his  own  possession,  but  cash  in  his 
banker's  hands  also ;  and  he  debits  his  private  ac- 
count with  the  aggregate  conjointly,  and  then  he 
goes  on  to  debit  the  cash  with  the  dividends  his 
bankers  from  time  to  time  receive.  In  this  year, 
till  September  17th,  it  goes  on  in  that  mode^ — 
but  then  he  adopts  a  different  mode,  and  from 
thence  to  the  end  of  the  year,  and  the  beginning  of 
the  following  year,  when  he  transfers  his  account 
to  the  new  bankers,  he  proceeds  in  a  different  vray, 
for  be  ddiiits  cash,  with  monies  paid  by,  or  received 
f(om,  Mr.  MaKn  :  but  he  does  not  debit  it  with  the 
dividends  Mr.  Malin  receives,  but  finally  with  the 
baknce  paid  to  the  new  bankers  by  Mr*  Mriin.  la 
there  nothing  to  acooiint  for  this  but  the  incapacity 
of  the  deceased  ?  TUs  was  the  time  that  Mr.  MaKn 
bad  fallen  into  his  diflBculties ;  when  the  deceased 
did  not  know  what  money  he  should  get  from  him. 
It  begins  on  the  17th  Sept. :  the  monthly  account 
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Cof  September  it  in  a  diffevetit  hand-writmg,  atid  then 
from  IdM  tnm  to  the  time  of  appointing  his  new      ^^^ 
iMmkers^  be  only  debits  ca«h,  m  I  hwe  already    ^-^^^v"^ 
staled,  with  the  sums  whidi  Mr.  MaRn  bad  ac-   ^iklbside 
tnaHy  paid  for  bim«    It  was  a  lairtake  ef  the  coun-  Harbison. 
sel  to  suppose  l^at  be  debited  tht  things  twice 
oser;  the  dividends  arc  ncft  debited— indeed  the 
dmdends  on  4he  April  paymento,  1 17f.  w^re  not 
debited  a;t  aH ;  the  difidends  dm  at  Mkhaelmas  on 
Long  Annuities,  the  dividends  dae  at  Christmas, 
on  the  S  per  cents,  are  not  debited  in  the  cash  ac-^ 
count,  but  only  what  Mr.  Maltn  pays  far  bim ; 
and  the  money  which  he  finally  pays  orer  to  the 
bankers  :  be,  therefore,  does  not  do  it  twice  over, 
and  I  think,  considering  the  difficnkies  into  which 
Mr.  Maltn  had  fallen,   the  deceased,  instead  of 
considering  bis  money  as  cash,  as  the  dividends 
should  arise,  was  right  in  only  considering  it  in 
the  way  I  have  already  stated ;  if  the  deceased 
was  in  error  in  this  respect,  it  is  an  error  not 
veiy  nnnatund,  and  which  persons,  I  hope,  in 
their  senses  may  fall  into :  for  it  appears  to  me 
Ae  proper  oMrse  for  a  man  tinder  tho^  circum- 
stances to  have  adopted.    I  will  not  debit  the  ac- 
cottiU  with  the  sum  in  my  banker's  hands,  which 
i  may  not  receive  on  account  of  his  diflBcnlties; 
but  I  will  dd^it  the  account  with  the  money  as  it 
is  received  from  htm. — ^It  was  said  he  does  not 
baknce  his  account  at  the  end  of  the  year.    No, 
be  did  not,  because,  at  the  end  of  the  year,  Mr. 
Malin  had  not  settled  his  account  with  him.    He 
venders  the  account  for  January,  and  pays  over 
the  balance  to  Martin,  Stone,  and  Co. ;  but  when 
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1818.     lie  gettles  bis  final  account  with  Mr.  Malin^  and 

Term,      the  balance  is  paid  over  to  the  new  bankers^  he 

^^^"^^^^^    debits  his  cash  account  with  that  balance,  and  he 
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9.  goes  on  from  that  time  to  the  time  pf  his  death 
Habrisok*  jn  tije  same  vay  ;  in  addition  to  this  balance, 
the  dividends  as  they  are  from  time  to  time  re- 
ceived; first,  his  own  dividends,  and  afterwards 
the  dividends  of  the  residue  of  his  brother.  Per- 
haps after  this  observation  it  will  be  quite  unne- 
cessary to  advert  to  trivial  circumstances ;  but  there 
are  many  minute  circumstances  in  these  accounts 
which  impress  one  with  exactly  the  same  sort  of 
conviction,  that  the  deceased  completely  understood 
them.  In  the  January  accoiint  there  are  two  ba- 
lances paid  to  Martin,  Stone,  and  Martin,  one  on 
the  15th  of  January,  \\2l.  14s.  8(2. ;  the  other  on 
the  28th  of  January,  305/.  18s.  6c2.  making  together 
419/.  ISs.  2d. ;  the  deceased,  in  transferring  this 
inlD  his  private  cash  account  from  Malin's  account, 
does  not  enter  them  separately,  as  a  mere  copyist 

■ 

would  do,  but  he  enters  the  419/.  13«.  %d.  in  one 
sum,  as  commencing  the  new  account  with  his 
bankers,  and  then,  from  time  to  time,  he  enters 
his  dividends* 

Now  these  accounts,  with  the  bills  regularly 
paid  and  indorsed,  these  drafts  drawn,  these  counter 
checks  registered  and  marked  with  the  date  and 
.  sum  for  which  they  were  drawn,  the  corresponding 
entries  in  the  book  of  expenditure,  prove  mind 
and  understanding,  and  thought,  judgment,  and 
reflection  very  strongly,  and  in  a  person  of  his 
great  age  of  a  most  extraordinary  and  unusual 
degree. 
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The  instrumentary  evidence  does  not  conclade      isi8* 
here ;  t^ere  are  several  letters  written  by  the  de-      Term. 
ceased  himself,  some  at  very  important  periods,     s^v^/ 
which  have  been   exhibited,  and  one  or  two  of      ^^^^ 
them  have  been  already  noticed.     I  will  only  men-  Harrwoit. 
tion  the  others,  because  they  are  not  liable  to  the 
insinuations  made  against  the  accounts.    Here  is 
a  letter  of  the  10th  of  February,  1814,  addressed 
to  Mr.  Kinleside  ;  and,  therefore,  it  could  not  have 
been  writteivwith  his  assistance :  '^  Hear  Kinleside ^ 
I  have  received  yours  this  morning.    Mrs.  Jukes 
continues  much  the  same.     I  shall  send  the  car- 
riage for  you  to  Sutton,  and  hope  you  will  bring 
Mr.  Perry  with  you.     1  have  not  time  to  add 
more.     Yours,  most  affectionately,  Andrews  Har- 
rison.'*   Addressed  to  "  The  Reverend  Mr.  Kinle- 
side, Angmering  Parsonage,  near  Arundel,  Sus- 
sex."  and  with  a  post-mark  upon  it.    No  person 
could  write  a  more  proper  letter. 

''  Widmore,  l^h  February,  1814. 

''  Dear  Sir,  Mrs.  Jukes  has  received  your  letter 
this  morning,  but  being  confined  to  her  bed  with  a 
bilious  fever''— (^nd,  therefore,  she  could  not  as- 
sist in  this  letter) — ''  cannot  have  the  pleasure  of 
receiving  her" — (meaning  Mrs.  Kinleside,  I  pre- 
sume)— '^  at  the  time  proposed,  but  hope  to  have 
the  satisfaction  of  seeing  you  at  that  time,  as  my 
affairs  require  your  assistance.  You  may  depend  ^ 
on  the  sending  the  chariot  as  tmial  to  Sutton.  I 
am  most  sincerely  your's,  Andrews  Harrison." — 
Addressed  like  the  former. 

Another  letter,  dated  3rd  of  March,  1814,  com- 
ing nearer  to  the  time  of  this  latter  codicil,  is  also 
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^^      addressed  to  Mr.  Kifiieside,  ^'  Bromley, 
TVm.      1914*    Dear  Sk,  Joseph  shall  be  tMi 


tan,  with  the  horses  snly,  mi  Monday,  md  lekaXl 
'  V.  ^  ftappy  to  Bee  you  wUh  Mrs.  KinUeiie,  when  I 
HAftBmv.  h&peyou,  with  Mr.  Stenky^  wiU  be  able  to  settle 
the  exeeuitorship  bumness.  We  have  not  yet  Jloced 
on  the  time  Jbr  removing  to  the  other  house.** — ^It 
19  prored  Ihat  it  was  intended  by  him  to  go  to 
ShawJield^  iNit  4hftt  intentkm  \r^s  afterwards  given 
up. — *'  We  have  not  yet  fiaoed  on  the  time  for  re- 
moving to  the  other  house,  but  AaU  wail  t&i  we 
have  the  pleasure  of  seeing  you,  and  hope  you  wM 
meet  with  a  supply  for  Sunday* — a  supply  for  \m 
chnrcfa  be  means. 

Another  letter  of  the  same  dale^  is  to  Mr.  Roe^ 
who  resided  at  Worksop,  in  Notiingbamsbire, 
and  was  a  devisee  of  the  property  the  deceased 
had  in  that  -quarter  of  the  kingdom  :— *'  Brom- 
ley, Srd  of  March,  1814.  Dear  fiSr,  J  am  much 
obliged  to  your  father  for  his  kind  present  offo^ 
rest  mutton,  -which  was  rteshed  safe,  and  at  the 
oame  time  informed  me  of  his  enjjsying  good  heakh, 
which  I  sincerely  hope  may  long  continue,  as  wetl 
as  that  of  your  mother^s  and  irothor'o,  to  whom 
I  send  my  land  compliments.  I  have  iately  suf- 
fered in  a  mo^  severe  loss  by  the  death  of  nuf 
brother,  whom  I  sincer^  loved,  and  shaU  ever 
regret"  This  is  a  gentleman  who  is  bd  great  a 
child,  that  be  has  forgoit  his  brother  is  dead,  and 
iias  no  impression  of  tfie  loss  he  has  smrtained. 
''  I  observe  that  you  have  felt  the  late  inclemterU 
season.  I  never  remember  such  a  fall  of  snow, 
and  the  frost  has  continuedio  ihis  day.    My  best 
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wiskee  for  the  happiness  of  yourself  and  famify,  isis. 
I  remain  yours,  most  sincerely,  Andrews  Har*  Term. 
rison."  v.^v^-/ 

Another  letter  on  the  23rd  of  January,  1815,  is    Kikleside 
addressed  also  to  Mr.  Richard  Roe.  Dear  Sir,  /  am  'fiAaRisoK* 
very  much  obliged  to  your  father  for  the  very  fine 
mutton  which  he  has  been  so  kind  to  present  me 
with,  which  arrived  safe  on  Tuesday  last.     I  beg 
you  and  father,  with  all  the  Jamily,  will  accept  of 
ntjf  sincere  and  most  friendly  wishes  that  you  may 
long  enjoy  many  happy  returns  of  this  season. 
I  am,  dear  Sir,  your  sincere  friend  and  humble 
servant,  Andrews  Harrison." 

These  are  the  documentary  parts  of  the  evi- 
dence ;  and  what  is  the  result  to  be  drawn  from  them 
in  respect  to  general  capacity  ?  .  Why,  that  the  de* 
ceased  was  very  far  advanced  in  life,  was  subject  to 
occasional  nervous  attacks,  which  might  lead'igno* 
rant  or  prejudiced  observers  to  mistake  or  distort  his 
condition  to  that  of  general  incapacity,  which  might 
mislead  occasional  visitors,  or  those  who  had  only 
a  few  opportunities  of  seeing  the  testator,  to  the 
flame  conclusion  ;r— which  might  expose  tiie  de- 
ceased, when  he  was  agitated,  and  anxious  and 
nervous,  and  attempted  some  complicated  business, 
to  become  confused,  atid  his  memory  to  fail  him  ; 
but  in  his  general  and  ordinary  state,  it  is  proved  to 
my  satisfaction  that  he  possessed  his  mental  faculties 
in  an  extraordinary  degree  considering  his  great 
age,  and  that  he  had  a  testamentary  capacity  quite 
equal  to  a  testamentary  act  of  no  very  complicated 
nature. 

Still  the  iiifif  mities  of  great  old  age,'  tbedeceased 
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1S18.      being  subject  to  these  attacks,  and  these  codicils 
Term,      altering  a  will  very  deliberately  made,  it  is  neces- 
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sary,  where  undue  incitement  and  circumvention 
are  imputed,  to  look  with  vigilance  into  the  acts 
Harrison,   themselves. 

The  two  first  codicils,  that  of  the  .^Ist  of  An- 
gust  and  the  2nd  of  September,  1812,  may  be 
considered  together  as  in  truth  constituting  one 
instrument,  and  the  principal  witness  to  this  is  the 
cautious  and  respectable  witness,  Mr.  Edward 
Boodle  ;  and  the  account  which  he  gives  is  this  : — 
*'  that  he  attended  the  deceased  by  appointment  on 
the  81st  of  August,  1812  ;  he  cannot,  from  recol- 
lection, depose  with  certainty  who  were  present ; 
he  believes  Mr.  Trevillian  was  present ;  the  depo« 
pent  remembers  generally  that  the  deceased  told 
him  he  wished  to  make  a  codicil  to  his  will ;  he 
stated  also  that  there  were  some  pictures  and  books, 
which  he  had  received  from  a  relation  of  Mr.  Tre- 
villian, and  which  he  felt  himself  under  a  promise 
or  obligation  to  leave  to  Mr.  Trevillian."  It  is  to 
be  observed,  that  Mr.  Boodle  states  this  merely 
from  recollection  of  what  passed  in  conversation 
between  him  and  the  deceased  ;  it  is  no  part  of 
the  written  documents  or  instructions ;  probably  he 
understood  the  deceased  rather  too  strongly ;  the 
deceased  could  not  have  understood  that  there  was 
any  old  promise  or  any  moral  obligation  existing, 
as  to  those  books  and  pictures  to  give  them  to 
Mr.  Trevillian,  for  he  had  disposed  of  them  in  dif- 
ferent ways  before :  he  gives  them  now  to  his  bro- 
ther for  life,  then  a|  part  of  bis  residue,  then  to 
Mr.  Benjuoin  Uarri^n^  with  Shgwfield,  unless  the 
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pose  part  of  the  residue.     At  this  time,  when  be 
was  angry  with  Mr.  Benjamin  H&rrison,  he  might 
feel  no  great  disinclination  to  separate  them  from    HAaBisoir. 
the  Shawfield  property,  and,  seeing  Mr.  Trevil- 
lian  there,  and  having  received  the  books  and  piic^ 
tares  from  a  relation  of  his  wife,  he  might  say,  I 
ought  to  give  them  to  Mr.  Trevillian:  be  does 
not  afterwards  adhere  to  that ;  but  this  is  not  ex- 
traordinary either  if  he  should  afterwards  become 
reconciled  to   Mr.   Benjamin  Harrison,   or   if -be 
should  determine  on  giving  the  Shawfield  property 
to  Mr.  Kinleside,  again  meaning  to  let  the  books 
and  pictures  go  with    the   house. — Mr.    Boodle 
says,  "  that  the  instructions  for  the  codicil  were 
given  to   the  deponent  by  the  deceased  himself, 
by  word   of  mouth,  without   the  interference  of 
any  other  person,  and  taken  down  in  writing  in 
the  margin  of  the  drafts  of  the  two  former  codi- 
cils.   The  deponent  arranged  with  the  deceased 
the  day  on  which  he  would  attend  him  with  the 
codicil  for  execution,   and,   as  the   deceased  ex- 
pressed some  anxiety  about  it,  the  deponent  named 
Che  earliest  day  ;  and  being  anxious  about  the  al- 
teration in  regard  to  the  pictures  and  books,  the 
deponent  did  not  consider  it  at  the  time  so  much  a 
codicil  to  be  regularly  executed,  as  a  clear  expres-* 
stoD  of  what  the  deceased  then  intended,  and  to  be 
eflectual,  in  case  any  thing  should  happen  before  the 
deponent  could  return  with  the  codicil  he  was  about 
to  prepare^'     He  states,  '^  that  he  brought  dis- 
tinctly to  the  deceased's  recollection  what  he  bad 
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1816.       done  in  regard  to  those  piGtures  and  books,  as 
Term.      ^^'^  ^y  ^^^  ^'^  ^  ^Y  ^^'  codicil,  and  having  ob- 


tained from  him  a  clear  and  unequivocal  expression 
:£iMLKsios   ^f  |jjg  ^jgjj^  |j^  vrfote  in  the  margin  of  the  codicil 

HMnifloic.  he  was  about  to  alter  the  disposition  which  he 
wished  to  make  of  the  books  and  pictures,  express- 
ing in  it  not  only  the  person  to  whom  he  did 
leave  them,  but  the  two  persons  to  whom  he  then 
said  he  did  not  mean  to  leave  them,  though  he  had 
left  them  to  the  one  by  his  will,  as  part  of  his  re^ 
siduary  personal  estate,  and  to  the  other  by  a  codi- 
cil in  express  terms/'  Nothing  could  be  more 
cautious  and  proper  than  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Boodle  upon  this  occasion.  The  servant  Taylor  is 
Chen  called  in,  and  this  small  codicil  in  the  margin 
of  the  other  is  signed  by  the  deceased,  and  at* 
tested  by  Mr.  Boodle  and  Taylor.  He  says  "  that 
on  the  2nd  of  September,  1812,  he  went  again 
to  the  deceased  at  Widmore,  pursuant  to  appoint- 
ment, and  he  took  with  him  the  codicil  which  had 
been  drawn  out,  and  was  prepared  for  execution, 
-which  he  read  over  to  the  deceased,  who  pointed 
out  an  omission  in  regard  to  the  appointmenjt  of 
the  Rev.  William  Kinlestde  as  one  of  his  executors^ 
for  which  he  had  given  instructions  to  deponent 
on  the  former  day  :  the  deponent  had  then  taken 
it  down  in  writing  in  the  mai^n  of  one  of  the 
draft  codicils  ;  but  which  not  being  before  the  per- 
son who  drew  the  codicil  at  the  time  he  so  pre- 
pared it,  that  part  was  omitted.  The  deponent 
accordingly,  by  the  deceased's .  desire,  introduced 
the  words  '  constituting  the  Rev.  William  Kinle- 
side  executor  agreeably  to  the  deceased's  request 
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explained  to  the  deceased,  with  reference  to  his 
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former  testamentary  dispositions,  which  were  then  ^^**^**' 
before  them,  and  the  deceased  being  entirely  satisfied  Harrism. 
with  it,  and  having  expressed  his  approbation  of  it, 
the  witnesses  were  then  sent  for."  Taylor  and  Colo'^ 
born  came  in — the  instrument  is  executed  and  nt« 
tested:  and  Mr.  Boodle  adds,  *'  that  had  any  thing 
remiarkabie  occurred  before,  or  in  the  course  of  the 
execution,  or  afterwards,  on  that  occasion,  it  would 
have  made  ap  impression  on  his  mind."  He  then 
goes  on  to  state  very  fully  his  opinion  of  the  de« 
ceased's  capacity  at  this  time  ;  and  he  adds,  ^^  the 
deponent  was  particularly  careful  to  ascertain  tb^ 
state  of  the  deceased's  mind  and  memory ;  he  gave 
his  reasons  for  every  thing  he  did,  and  he  was, 
in  every  respect,  in  a  very  fit  state  of  mind  to 
make  any  alteration  whatever  in  the  testamentary  _ 
disposition  of  his  property:  the  only  particalaf 
thing  which  was  apparent  in  the  deceased,  waa  a 
certain  degree  of  irritation  on  his  mind  at  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrison  having  refused  to  act  as  has 
executor. "-^The  credit  and  the  accuracy  of  Mr. 
Boodle  has  not  been  in  the  slightest  degree  qties^* 
tioned  in  this  case :  indeed,  the  counsel  fisr  Mn 
Benjamin  Harrison  have  gone  so  far  as  to  say,  tfa«t 
every  syllable  which  he  has  stated  is  perfteUy  ciir^ 
rect  and  accurate.  The  Court  is  disposed  so  fat 
to  agree  with  them,  as  io  think  that  his  evidence 
has  been  given  with  most  perfect  integrity  of  mind, 
and  intended  to  be  most  perfectly  correct ;  at  the 
same  time,   to  mere  paM  conversation,  in  the 
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course  of  this  tratisactiod^  Mr.  Boodle  may  be^, 
like  all  other  human  beings^  liable  to  some  inac- 
curacy of  recollection* 

The  two  men  called  in,  Taylor  and  Colebofn^ 
Yfho  attest  this  act,  depose  to  their  belief  of  the 
deceased*s  incapacity— that  he  called  Colebom, 
Welsh,  and  asked  if  he  w^s  to  sign  ''  Governor ;" 
circumstances  which  are  not  of  the  least  weight 
against  those  facts  spoken  to  by  Mr.  Boodle.  Tay- 
lor, indeed,  does  sot  rely  solely  upon  what  passed 
upon  this  occasion,  but  he  speaks  from  his  general 
incapacity,  as  well  as  from  what  passed  upon  the 
occasion;  and  the  argument  has  been  pushed  to 
the  length  of  contending,  that  Taylor  might  be 
right,  and  that  Mr.  Boodle  might  be  wrong,  for 
that^  from  the  middle  of  the  year  1813,  the  de- 
ceased had  a  latent  defect  of  memory,  which  ren- 
deredhim  incapable  of  any  testamentary  act  The 
Court  would  rather  have  expected  to  have  heard 
some  precedent  or  authority  for  such  a  position  : 
that  because  the  memory  of  a  person  may  in  some 
respects  be  defective,  therefore  it  is  not  a  testa« 
mentary  memory.  We  very  well  know  that  me- 
mory is  excessively  different  in  different  persons — 
nothing  is  more  various — ^its  powers  are  very  dif- 
ferent in  the  same  person  at  different  times,  and 
more  particularly  at  different  periods  of  life ;  in 
old  age  it  is  much  less  retentive,  and  more  liable 
to  confusion.  Lord  Coke  says,  a  man  ought  to 
have  a  "  disposing  memory,*'  so  as  to  have  an 
ability  to  make  a  disposition  with  understanding  and 
reason  :  so  says  Swinburne — *'  if  a  man  in  bis  old 
age  becomes  a  very  child  again,  and  is  so  for* 
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age,  which  do  not  take  away  the  use  of  reason^  do 
not  hinder  them  In  that  condition  from  making  a  ^'^ 
will."  Lalent  insanity  we  can  understand,  but  Hae^uiok^ 
]Ht)ent  defect  of  memory,  shewing  itself  only  occa- 
sionally, when,  from  bodily  attacks  or  from  confu* 
sion^  arising  from  long  and  complicated  trans- 
actions, a  man  may  become  defective  in  his 
memory — and  rendered  absolutely  and  perma- 
nently intestable,  is  a  position  for  which  I  know 
of  no  authority.  Mr.  Boodle,  it  is  true^  certainly 
does  not  upon  this  occasion  go  through  the  whole 
items  of  all  the  will  and  codicils  as  a  preliminary^ 
in  order  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  some  latent 
defect  of  memory  and  confusion  might  not  be  dis- 
coverable^ but  he  brings  to  the  recollection  of  the 
deceased  every  thing  connected  with  the  particular 
disposition  he  has  roade^  and  the  memory  is  so 
far  found  to  be  perfect,  that  Mr.  Boodle  is  quite 
satisfied  as  to  the  capacity  upon  that  occasion. 
The  Court  has  something  better— the  Court  has 
the  instrument  itself  before  it,  dictated  by  the  di- 
rections of  the  deceased  himself,  for  Mr.  Boodle 
says  he  received  no  assistance  whatever — it  was 
his  own  instructions  from  his  own  mouth ;  and  in 
that  instrument  it  i»  recited,  V  that  whereas  Ben- 
jamin Harrison^  of  Guy's  Hospital,  Esq.  having 
declared  his  intention  not  to  act  as  an  executor 
of  my  will,  I  do  therefore  hereby  revoke  the  ap- 
pointment of  him  as  one  of  my  executors,  not 
only  in  the  event  of-  my  dying  in  the  life-time  of 
my  brother^  John  Harrison,  but  also  in  the  event 
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of  my  8ttr?i?ing  my  said  brother  ;  and  I  do  hereby 
appoint  the  Rev.  William  Kioleside  to  be  an  ex* 
ecutor  of  my  will,  as  well  in  the  former  as  in  the 
latter  event  ;*'  and  then  he  goes  on  to  recite,  that 
whereas  by  his  codicil  he  had  given  the  books  and 
pictures,  in  case  of  surviving  his  brother,   unto 
the  said  Benjamin  Harrison,  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns ;  he  revokes  that,  and  now 
gives  them  to  Mr.  Trevillian,  Ac, ;  he  recollects 
then   the  grounds  of  the  alterations— nlelusion  of 
mind  is  in  no  degree  suggested  or  imputed — it  is 
quite  disavowed — the  fact  itself  is  proved,  and  has 
not  been  controverted.   Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  did 
declare  he  would  not  act  as  executor  with  Mr.  Kin- 
leside ;  he  desired  this  intention  to  be  communi- 
cated to  the  deceased ;— the  deceased's  papers  en- 
trusted to  his  custody  are  returned  to  him  ;  he  had 
removed  from  Widmore,  and  never  after  Septem- 
ber, 181S,  kept  up  the  least  intercourse  with  the 
deceased  ;  then  the  facts  being  so,  and  the  instruc- 
tions, from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Boodle,  coming 
thus  voluntarily  from  the  deceased  himself,  and 
stating  these  facts,  to  maintain  that  there  is  any 
latent  want  of  disposing  memory,   or  any  thing 
that  can  justify  Taylor's  opinion  of  the  incapacity 
at  this  time,  1  can  hardly  think  could  have  been 
meant  to  be  seriously  contended  by  the  advocates 
of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison. — But  here  is  not  only 
memory,  but  an  activity  of  memory  quite  extra- 
ordinary.    Under  the  will  Mr.  Kinleside  was  only 
an  executor  in  the  event  of  his  surviving  his  bro- 
ther;— Mr.  Harrison  was  so  in  both  events; — ^he 
gave  instructions  not  only  to  revoke  Mr.  Harrison 
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vision, — the  omission  escaped  Mr.  Boodle  himself: 

bnt  the  deceased,  on  the  codicil  beings  read  over 

to  him,  observes  it ; — it  is  rectified  and  interlined   Harkisoh 

in  the  instrument     Under  these  circumstances  I 

can  have  no  doubt  in  pronouncing  for  these  two 

codicils. 

In  respect  to  the  other  codicils  they  stand  on 
different  evidence,  and  are  contested  Upon  addi- 
tional grounds  : — those  two  other  codicils  may  in. 
effect  be  considered  as  constituting  one  instrument, 
that  of  the  2lst  of  March^  1814,  being  included 
in  that  of  the  27th  of  April  following ;  and  as  to 
this  latter  codicil,  holding  that  the  deceased's  per- 
manent incapacity  is  not  proved,  and  the  instru- 
ment itself,  one  duplicate  of  it  at  least,  being  in 
the  deceased's  own  hand-writing,  the  three  attest- 
ing witnesses,  and  a  fourth  person  who  was  pre- 
sent, speaking  to  the  reading  over,  the  execution, 
and  the  capacity  at  the  time,  there  would  be  primd 
facie  proof  it  was  the  free  act  of  a  capable  testa- 
tor.    But  the  act  may  be  impeached  by  proving  it 
was  obtained  by  fraudulent  incitement  and  undue 
solicitation  practised  on  a  weak  and  unresisting 
capacity  ;  and  therefore  this  is  the  point  on  which 
the  Court  is  called  to  examine  this  part  of  the  case ; 
and  it  necessarily  opens  to  some  other  parts  of  the 
evidence,  namely,  that  which  sets  forth  the  previous 
intentions  of  the  deceased,  the  grounds  of  change  of 
disposition  as  to  Mr.  Malin  and  Mr.  Harrison,  and  the 
manner  in  which  this  codicil  was  executed. — ^The  de- 
ceased's regard  for  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  is  men- 
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name^  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  appears  not  to  have 
KiHLE8ij>i   y^^^^  related  to  the  deceased.  His  connexion  appears 
Harriioit.   to  have  grown  principally  out  of  some  transactions 
and  services  which  he  had  rendered  to  the  brother 
.    John*  Harrison  ;  but  he  at  length  became  an  object 
of  the  increasing  kindness  and  testamentary  bounty 
of  both  brothers.    He  came  to  reside  at  Widraore 
for  the  purpose  of  being  near  them ; — and  in  the 
year  1808  he  was  the  devisee  of  Shawfield  Lodge, 
under  the  contingencies  already  stated.    Under  a 
former  instrument  it  appears  from  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Boodle,  that  the  Shawfield  Lodge  estate  would 
have  gone  to  Mr.  Kinleside  as  the  residuary  lega- 
tee; but  this  regard  to  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison 
operates  both  wayF,  if  there  was  no  breach  of  this 
regard,    it   would    operate   strongly  against  the 
change  of  disposition  ;  but  on  the  other  hand^  if 
there  was  not  only  a  quarrel^  but  a  total  disconti- 
nuance of  all  intercourse^  the  former  regard  and 
intended  kindness  would  tend  to  render  the  subse- 
quent sense  of  unkindness  and  ingratitude  deeper, 
and  constantly  rankling  in  the  mind  of  the  de- 
ceased ;  that  a  breach  did  take  place  between  them, 
that  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  declared  he  would  not 
act  as  executor  with  Mr.  Kinleside ;  that  in  conse- 
quence of  such  declaration  the  deceased  made  the 
codicil  I  have  already  pronounced  for,  is  fully  esta- 
'  blished ;  and  in  making  that  codicil  there  is  not 
the  slightest  appearance  of  fraud,  circumvention, 
or  undue  incitement,  because  it  is  not  suggested 
even  in  the  plea,  to  have  taken  place  till  after  the 
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death  of  the  brother.    The  cause  of  the  breach  i^i^ 

•   •  EtOMter 

ongtnates  in  the  difficulties  of  Mr.  Malin,  who  had  Term. 


already  receiyed  13^000/.  of  these  brothers^  and 

who  owed  the  deceased  about  5000/.^  besides  some         ^^ 

other  sums^  on  account  of  business  and  interest,   HAaawoH. 

* 

because  I  observe  in  Mr.  Malin's  account  of  Ben* 
jamin  and  John  Harrison,  there  was  a  considera- 
ble balance  in  the  month  of  December,  1812,  and 
that  does  not  appear  upon  the  evidence  to  have 
been  paid  over  to  the  deceased.  Now  these  diffi- 
culties, which  took  place  sometime  about  the  sum- 
mer of  1812,  appear  to  have  occasioned  to  the 
deceased  great  anxiety  of  mind  ;— that  is  a  part  of 
the  case  of  the  opposer  of  the  codicil.  He  does 
not  consult  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  upon  them,  or 
if  he  did,  he  was  not  satisfied  with  the  advice  that 
he  received  ;  for  he  consults  his  friend  Mr.  Wells 
upon  the  occasion,  and  Mr.  Wells  states,  *'  that 
the  deceased  was  accustomed  to  apply  to  him  for 
friendly  advice,  in  any  circumstances  of  difficulty ; 
and  that  in  June,  1812,  the  deceased  applied  to 
the  deponent  on  the  subject  of  the  affairs  of  Mr. 
Pkiul  Malin,  a  young  man  to  whom  the  deceased 
had  advanced  large  sums  of  money,  and  who  had 
then  stopped  payment.  The  deceased  was  in  great 
distress  of  mind  ;  and  the  deponent  upon  that  oc- 
casion recommended  him  to  send  for  his  relation, 
the  Rev.  William  Kinleside,  a  clergyman  residing 
in  Sussex,  of  whom  the  deponent  had  always  heard 
the  deceased  speak  in  terms  of  the  greatest  affisc- 
tion,  and  who  being,  as  the  deponent  believed,  the 
adopted  heir  of  the  deceased  and  of  his  brother, 
was,  in  the  opinion  of  the  deponent,  the  most  proper 
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1819*      person  to  be  consulted  by  the  deceased^  under 
Term,      ^^^  circumslances  in  which,  he  was  placed.    'Hie 


deceased  acceding  to  that  opinion,  the  deponent, 
iN^iDB  ^y  j^.^  desire,  wrote  to  Mr.  Kinleside,  who  came 
Harbisoic.  accordingly.  Ttie  deponent  acquainted  Mr.  Ben- 
jamin Harrison  with  his  having  so  written  to  Mr. 
Kinleside;  from  that  time  the  deponent  had  no 
communication  with  the  deceased  upon  the  subject 
.  of  his  aOairs,  till  after  the  death  of  his  brother." 
He  states  on  his  second  examination  on  the  four- 
teenth article,  '^  that  the  deponent  never  did  at- 
tempt to  influence  the  deceased  against  the  said 
Benjamin  Harrison,  or  in  favour  of  the  said  Mr. 
Kinleside,  or  ever  say  one  word  to  the  deceased  to 
induce  him  to  make  any  alteration  whatever  in  his 
testamentary  dispositions  in  respect  to  the  Wid* 
more  estate,  or  any  other  part  of  his  property. 
There  are  two  occasions  in  which  be  remembers 
to  have  spoken  to  the  deceased  of  Mr.  Kinleside 
in  favourable  terms  ;— one  was  after  Mr.  Bmjarain 
Harrison  had  declared  his  determination  not  to  act 
.  as  the  deceased's  executor  with  Mr.  Kinleside,  on 
which'  occasion  the  deceased  applied  to  the  depo- 
nent to  be  an  executor  in  his  stead ;  and,  in  resist- 
ing the  persevering  application  of  the  deceased  to 
that  effect,  the  deponent  told  the  deceased  that  he 
could  not  faavQ  better  executors  than  Mr.  Stanley 
and  Mr.  Kinleside,  and  he  believes  he  did  then 
speak  of  Mr.  Kinleside  as  a  man  of  honour  and.a 
^ntleman ; — the  other  occasion  Mras  soon  after  the 
feilure  6f  Mr.  Malin,  as  it  was  in  consequence  of 
Mr.  Kinleside's  having  come  up  at  the  request  of 
the  deceased  to  investigate  his  accounts.    The  de* 
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ponent,  in  giving  his  opinion  to  the  deceased  of      ^^^^' 
the  conduct  qf  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  at  a  meet-       Term. 
ing  which  he  had  had  with  Mr.  Kinleside,  in  the    ^^'^^^^^ 
presence  of  the  deceased  and  the  deponent^  when      '^^'" 
much  irritating  language  was  used,  he  spoke  of  Habribon. 
the  conduct  of  Mr.  Kinleside  as  having  been  per* 
fieclly  that  of  a  gentleman  ;  and  he  spoke  also  in 
terms  of  disapprobation  of  the  langaage  used  by 
Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison ;  but  he  did  not  then  or  at 
any  timfc  say  any  thing  to  the  deceased  to  the  pre- 
judice of  the  character  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison 
to  influence  the  deceased  to  do  any  testamentary 
act  whatever  that  would  be  either  unfavourable  to 
Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison^  or  favourable  to  Mr.  Kin- 
leside.''     , 

Now,  the  conduct  and  credit  of  this  witness 
have  been  very  freely  canvassed  in  the  course  of ' 
the  discussion.  He  is  charged  in  plea  with  having 
together  with  Mrs.  Jukes  and  Mr.  Kinleside,  uiged 
and  excited  the  deceased ; — of  that  charge  at  the 
period  of  time  which  the  Court  is  now  examining, 
namely,  in  1812,  and  the  beginning  of  1813,  there 
IS  not  a  suggestion ;  for  even  Taylor  does  not  sug- 
gest it  till  after  December,  1813.  The  plea  itself, 
as  I  have  stated,  does  not  charge  it  till  after  the 
death  of  Mr*  John  Harrison.  What  then  is  the 
character  of  Mr.  Wells,  and  his  ooaduct  upon  this 
occasion  ?  He  is  a  gentleman  of  fbrtnne,,  residing  ' 
dose  to  the  deceased ;— ^e  has  not  the  sKghtest 
pecuniary  interest  in  any  of  these  transactions,  or 
in  the  event  of  tbis  suit.  The  deceased  had  re« 
tided  for  many  years  as  an  iimate  in  the  boose  of 
his  uncle  and  of  hisr&ther  ;«-*there  most  have  been 
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idi8.  a  8ort  of  fUial  regard^  a  sort  of  hereditary  friend- 
Term.  ^^'P  between  this  gentleman  and  the  deceased, 
fomething  of  more  than  an  ordinary  sort ;— it  was 
not  discontinued ; — the  strictness  of  intimacy  be- 
BARftitoM.  tween  them  is  kept  up  to  the  end  of  his  life.  The 
deceased  having  a  key  of  the  shrubbery,  often 
calls  on  Mr.  Wells ; — Mr,  Wells  calls  on  the  de- 
ceased, and  they  often  dined  together.  Mr.  Welts 
is  not  a  boy  ; — he  is  described  as  fifty*six  years  of 
age.  Now  what  is  so  natural  as  that  the  deceased, 
when  in  difficulty,  should  resort  to  Mr.  Wells  for 
his  friendly  advice,  and  that  Mr.  Wells  should  give 
it  him  with  sincerity,  alnd  with  a  degree  of  filial 
respect  and  attachment.  What  is  the  advice  he  does 
give  him  upon  this  occasion  ?  He  does  not  ob^trude 
into  the  deceased's  concerns  ; — he  rather  avoids  it, 
and  declines  it ; — ^he  desires  him  to  send  for  Mr. 
Kinleside.  Now  it  does  not  appear  that  there  ex- 
isted at  this  time  any  particiilar  intimacy  between 
Mr.  Wells  and  Mr.  Kinteside.  Mr.  Kinleside  was 
the  most  proper  person  to  be  sent  for ; — he  was 
not  only  a  relation  for  whom  the  deceased  had 
expressed  at  all  times  the  greatest  regard,  but  he 
was  the  residuary  legatee  ; — and  therefore,  what- 
ever losses  might  arise  to  the  deceased  from  Mr. 
Malin*s  difficulties,  would  ultimately  fall  on  Mr. 
Kinleside,  as  the  residuary  legatee.  Much  indeed 
is  said  of  fraudulent  excitement  and  solicitation, 
but  I  have  looked  through  this  voluminous  evidence 
in  vain  for  the  proof  of  it.  Here  is  no  clandes- 
tinity  in  any  part  of  this  transaction.  Mr.  Wells 
informs  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  that  by  the  desire 
of  the  deceased  he  hatl^  written? f to  Mr.  Kinleside  ; 
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—this  is  followed  by  an  interview  between  all  the       WIS. 

"^  Baiter 

parties  :«*Mr.  Kinleside  was  apprehensive  of  loss^  Term. 
and  might  make  offensive  or  unfounded  charges  ^"^^^^^ 
against  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  ;-^bttt  it  is  done  ^^ 
openly,  he  is  present,  and  he  has  an  opportunity  H^"»o»* 
of.  defending  and  justifying  himself  in  the  presence 
of  the  deceased  and  Mr.  Wells  : — Mr.  Wells  was 
a  disinterested  by-stander  ; — he  was  a  friend  of  the 
deceased,  and  meant  to  give  him  an  honest  opinion : 
which  was  right  and  which  was  wrong  the  Court 
has  no  sufficient  means  of  judging.  Mr.  Benjamin 
Harrison  might  be  very  injuriously  charged  ; — he 
might  be  very  justly  indignant  against  Mr.  Kinle- 
side ; — he  might  think  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Wells 
perfectly  erroneous  : — all  the  Court  knows  is,  that 
Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  was  a  good  deal  irritated 
on  the  occasion,  and  seems  to  have  used  pretty 
strong  language ; — ^but  he  not  only  used  pretty 
strong  language,  but  took  pretty  strong  measures ; 
— he  determines  he  will  not  act  with  Mr.  Kinle- 
side ; — ^he  desires  his  determination  to  be  commu- 
nicated to  the  deceased  ; — he  delivers  up  the  de- 
ceased*s  papers,  which  he  afterwards  confesses  to 
Fuzzey  he  was  very  foolish  in  doing.  All  this  in- 
duced the  deceased  to  revoke  his  appointment  of 
executor,  and  to  appoint  Mr.  Kinleside  in  his  place ; 
and  it  induced  him  also  to  revoke  the  bequest  of  the 
books  and  pictures,  and  to  give  them  to  Mr;  Tre- 
▼illian. .  When  people  are  angry,  whether  with  or 
'without  cause,  they  will  allow  their  passions  to 
suggest  fraud  or  dishonourable  conduct  against 
others ; — but  such  charges  must  be  supported  by 
proof  of  the  fact ;  the  Court  cannot  without  evi- 
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1818.  dence  presume  that  fraud  was  cooimiUed.  I  see 
Term.  "^  appearance  of  fraud  at  this  tioie  in  Mr.  Wells's 
^•'^^^^^^  conduct,  as  far  as  1  have  hitherto  examined  it.  I 
iNLBsiDE  g^^  nothing  but  what  was  perfectly  honourable  and 
Habkhom.  disinterested^  and  what  his  friendship  and  regard 
for  the  deceased  imposed  on  him  as  a  duty.  In  the 
month  of  September^  while  the  deceased  is  refok- 
ing  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison 
from  the  office  of  executor^  he  declares  what  are 
his  views  in  respect  to  Mr.  Malin,  and  this  does 
not  rest  upon  any  loose  recollection  of  what  passed 
in  conversation  between  the  deceased  and  Mr. 
Boodle,  but  it  was  at  that'  time  reduced  into  writ- 
ing in  the  margin  of  the  exhibit  No.  3.,  where 
there  is  an  entry  made  in  Mr.  Boodle*s  hand-writ- 
ing:— "' 31st  August^  ISlSj  Mr.  Harrison  having 
lent  to  Mr.  Malin  4500/.  on  bond»  and  500/.  on 
note^  means  to  give  him  up  both  bond  and  note, 
and  then  to  revoke  this  legacy  of  50002.''  And 
hire  is  a  memorandum  at  the  end  of  the  draft  of 
the  codicil  to  this  effect,  from  Mr.  Boodle  to  the  de^ 
xeased :  "  I  have  not  revoked  the  legacy  of  5000/. 
to  Mn  Malin,  and  Mr.  Andrews  Harrison  should 
not  deliver  up  his  bond  and  note,  unless  he  means 
him  to  run  the  chance  of  having  10,000/.  instead 
of  5000/.,  as  Mr.  John  Harrison,  if  he  sarvivfes 
liis  brother,  bequeaths  to  Mr.  Malin  5000/."  Thea 
bere  it  is  quite  clear,  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  deceased  to  give  Mr.  Malhi  both  the  legacy 
d  5000/.  under  the  codicil,  and  the  benefit  of  bis 
bond  and  note,  but  that  one  was  to  be  set  off 
against  die  other. 

It  is  however  conte&dtd,  in  respect  to  Mr.  Ben- 
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jftinin  Haitismi.  that  if  the  deceased  bad  iotended      isia^ 
to  revoke  the  bene&ta  to  him  under  thewiU,  he      Tm-m. 


woold  have  done  it  when  be  etecuted  this  codicil 
revokiB§  the  estecotorship,  a»d  that  his  iMkg  it  ^^ 
afterwards  can  only  be  accounted  for  by  aovie  HuRi«m# 
fmaduIeiM;  excitement  practised  upon  him,  and  the 
taking  advantage  of  his  vacant  faculties^  and  hifli 
loss  of  memory  ;  bat  to  this  inference  the  Court 
cannot  proceed  upon  the  evidence  before  it^  and 
lookiog  at  the  probability  arising  out  of  the  facts, 
it  was  natural  enough  that  the  deceased,  a  pefsou 
of  calm  and  moral  mind,  should  at  first  act  with 
considerable  forbearance  towards  a  person  for 
whom  be  bad  for  a  loug  time  entertained  great  re* 
gand  and  confidence,  it  vras  necessary  to  provide 
for  the  exeealorsiiip  more  immediately;  hot  be 
might  nataratty  think  be  would  give  Mr.  Bei^amin 
Hartfsoii  more  tkde  to  reflect,  and  consequently 
make  advances  towards  a  reconciliation,  more  es- 
pedatty  as  his  brother  was  then  living,  and  might 
survive  him. — It  is  not  quite  correctly  stated  that 
be  only  felt  regret  at  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison 
having  refused  to  act  as  executor  with  Mr.  Kin- 
kside ;  for  Mr.  Boodle's  words  arey  that  "  he  ob-' 
served  a  ceriain  degree  of  irritation  in  bit  mind 
at  Mr.  Beigamin  Harrisoa  having  refused  to  aet  aa 
his  ejtfecutdr;"  and  without  presuming  frwsd,  I 
tJttiik  there  are  sufficient  d^rcuuiatameca  le*  acceioBA 
for  that  hrritatiou  afterwaflrdi  increasing.  la  tbtf 
motrth  of  January  foibwing,  Mr.  Maftn  becomes 
bankrupt,  i  nnderstaud  the  k>ss,  therefore,  which 
might  be  only  apprehendied  in  September,  waa  then 
italiaed,  whether  to  th^  exact  amount  of  dOOOf., 
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!«!«•      or  more^  or  less,  does  not  appear ;  whether  he  re* 
Term:      ceived  any  dividend  on  the  bond  and  note^-^whe«^ 

^''^^^^^    ther  there  wag  a  balance  of  account  of  Andrews 
^^        and  John  Harrison^— whether  the  interest  was  paid^ 

Harriioh.  I  do  not  ascertain^  nor  is  it,  perhaps^  very  mate- 
rial ; — but  here  is  this  fact,  that  a  loss  did  occur 
by  the  bankruptcy.  Mr.  Walmsley  states,  that  "  he 
cannot  depose  particularly  as  to  the  time,  but  be- 
lieves it  was  subsequent  to  1812 ; — whether  it  was 
in  the  latter  end  of  that  year,  or  in  the  course  of 
the  following  year,  he  does  not  remember.  He  hav- 
ing gone  down  to  Widmore  to  visit  the  deceased, 
found  him  in  a  state  of  considerable  irritation 
against  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  of  whose  conduct 
he  spoke  in  terms  of  great  displeasure,  but  to  the 
particular  expressions  which  the  deceased  used,  or 
to  the  cause  of  his  irritation  and  displeasure,  he 
cannot  depose,  further  than  that  the  deceased 
alluded  to  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison 
in  not  having  apprized  him  of  the  proceedings  of 
Mr.  Matin,  and  protected  him  from  the  loss  which 
the  deceased  had  sustained  bv  Mr.  Harrison's  con- 
nivance  or  neglect/'  Now,  as  the  deceased  was 
at  this  time  in  a  state  of  considerable  irritation,  the 
supposed  cause  of  it  is  the  loss  that  had  been  sus- 
tained ;  probably  it4ook  place  about  the  beginning 
of  the  year  1813.  The  deponent  adds,  "  he  did 
occasionally  hear  the  deceased  speak  of  Benjamin 
Harrison  afterwards,  but  never  in  kind  terms." 

Now,  whether  the  deceased  originally  formed  a 
right  or  a  wrong  judgment  in  imputing  to  Mr. 
Benjamin  Harrison  neglect  or  connivance,  is  not  a 
question  for  the  Court  to  determine ;— such  was  hia 


KiMLESIDE 


PR£R06ATIV£  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.  547 

impression.  Here  is  no  loss  of  memory  in  regard 
to  it  -;  and  an  increase  of  irritation  is  not  extraor- 
dinary or  improbable. 

Mr.  Boodle  states^  ^'  that  shortly  before  the  death 
of  Mr.  John  Harrison,*'  which  was  in  the  latter  end  Hareisok. 
of  1813^  ''the  deceased  expressed  to  the  respondent, 
who  was  then  at  Widmore  on  other  business^  a  wish 
to  alter  his  will ;  but  it  was  thought  by  Mr*  Wells,  a 
neighbour  and  friend  of  the  deceased's,  Mr.  Kinle- 
side,  and  the  respondent,  that,  considering  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  this  will  had  been  made,  and 
the  state  in  which  his  brother  then  was,  which  was 
that  of  total  incapacity,  it  would  not  be  a  proper  pro- 
ceeding, and  it  was  then  abandoned.*'  The  wish  and 
intention  therefore  to  alter  this  will  is  here  observed 
to  be  going  on ; — ^it  shews  itself  shortly  bjefore  the 
death  of  the  brother.  Mr.  Boodle,  it  seems,  had 
an  opinion  that  no  alteration  ought  to  take  place  ; 
and  at  that  time,  to  a  certain  degree,  he  might  be 
right.  Mr.  John  Harrison  was  not  in  a  condition 
to  make  a  corresponding  alteration,  and  if  he  should 
survive  the  deceased,  not  only  his  residue,  but  the 
residue  of  Andrews  Harrison's  property,  would 
pass  under  the  will  of  John  Harrison  ;— Andrews 
Harrison,  therefore,  could  not  alter  his  will  with- 
out in  some  degree  defeating  his  brother's  disposi- 
tion of  the  residue,  and  he  had  no  power  over  his 
brother*s  residue  unless  in  the  case  of  surviving 
htm  :  it  seemed  therefore  by  no  means  improper  or 
unnatural,  as  John  Harrison  was  approaching  his 
dissolution^  that  these  gentlemen  should  advise, 
and  the  deceased  airquiesce  in  *  abandoning  the 
matter,  or  at  least  in  postponing  it ;  "but  the  de- 
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isia.      ceaie  of  bis  brother  no  looner  take»  place>  ihan  we 
j^!|^      find  Mr.  Andrews  Hart-ison  again  expressing  his 


wish  to  proceed  to  the  alteration'  of  his  will^  and 
taking  measures  for  that  purpose. 
UAMLinou.  Mr.  Wells  states^  upon  his  first  examination  ''  that 
soon  after  the  event  of  the  brother's  deaths  the  de- 
ceased^ in  conversation  with  hiia>  expressed  his  dis- 
satisfaction and  regret  at  the  disposition  be  had  made 
of  some  parts  of  his  property^  but  snore  particularly 
in  regard  to  Shawfield  Lodge  and  estate,  which  had 
been  his  brother's  residence ;  the  deceased  was  evi- 
dently uneasy  at  the  contents  of  his  will  as  it  then 
stood ;  he  expressed  his  wish  to  have  it  altered, 
and  repeated  his  distress  of  mind  on  different  days. 
In  the  beginning*  of  the  month  of  December,  1813, 
as  he  now  best  rec<Aects,  the  deponent,  by  the 
desire  of  the  deceased,  met  Mr.  Boodle,  the  de- 
ceased's sdicitor,  at  the  house  of  Mrs.  Jokes. 
Upon  that  occasion  Mr.  Boodle's  conduct  b  de^ 
tailed ;  and  then  the  meetings  took  place  upon  the 
7th  and  the  14th  of  December,  which  I  have 
already  examined.  The  deceased  upon  those  oc- 
casions endeavoured  to  do  too  much  ; — ^he  had 
undergone  much  agitation  and  distress  of  mind, 
during  the  illness  and  after  the  death  of  his  bro- 
ther ;  he  was  worse  at  that  time,  the  thing  is  at- 
tempted without  success,  and  remains  undone; 
but,  as  to  the  deceased's  wish  and  desire  to  re- 
voke the  benefits  to  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  and 
Mr.  Paul  Midin,  nothing  could  be  more  dear 
than  upon  both  the  occasions  of  those  meetings  in 
December ;  all  the  witnesses,  and  all  the  memo- 
randums then  made,  manifestly  declare  that  to  have 
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been  his  wish.  Indeed,  the  eUeetion  is  of  anoiber  tne- 
-eoit  r^n«t  the  wnnt  of  votifion,  but  too  great  vott-  jJJ^ 
tion,  too  Buch  iiritation  on  the  occasion :  bow  pno- 
doced  ?  By  fraud.  Where  is  the  furoof  of  this  fraud? 
Byen  Taylor  does  not  speak  of  any  Ihin^  til  after  OukMiM. 
these  two  first  meelsags  had  iaken  phoe.  Mr.  Kinle- 
side^  on  the  i  OUi  of  Deeember,  when  he  cdls  on  Mr. 
BoocHe,  rather  seems  avense  to  any  aHeratioA  tak- 
ing place  ;T-^nd  it  is  not  dear  by  the  ^yidence^  I ' 
M*her  think  it  is  otiietwiise,  thai  ke  was  present  at 
the  meeting  on  the  14th  of  December.  No  parson 
present  at  either  of  the  ffteetings  attempts  to  e&cite 
the  deceased  on  the  ooeasita.  Whatever  icrilation 
•therefore  oxisted  in  the  moA  of  the  deceased^  am* 
istod  withont  any  proof  of  cincMfnyewtion ;  and  it 
^is  not  rery  iextraa»dinary  at  that  fieriod  of  tinne  z^ 
fbr^  what  were  the  tkcimstanoes  ?  John  Harrison 
had  latdy  died^  to  whom  the  deceased  was  most 
aflfectionately  attached.  He,  as  weH  as  the  deceased 
himsetf,  was  the  intmded  benefactor  of  Mr.  Bea^- 
jamin  Harrison.  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  was  the 
executor  of  Mr.  John  Harrison  ;^he  does  not  act 
as  his  execntmr  ;-^he  does  not  call  on  the  deceased ; 
-«^e  does  not,  as  far  as  appeaiB>  write  a  letter  of 
condolence  to  Uie  deceased  on  the  occasion,  or 
take  the  least  notice  jof  the  event  of  the  death  of 
Mr.  John  Harrison.  The  apology  ofbred  fay 
icounsel  is,  that  he  might  not  choose  to  expose 
Imnsetf  to  the  insults  of  Mr.  Kinleside  or  Mrs. 
Jukes,  fai  the  first  place,  with  respect  to  Mr. 
Kinleside,  he  was  much  more  absent  at  that  time 
than  present ;  and  as  to  the  danger  of  Mr.  Harris 
eon  being  insulted  by  this  oU  lady  of  eighty  yean 
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181 8.      of  age^  it  was  not  a  very  formidable  danger^  nor 

Term,     j^^t'y  apprehended ;  for  when  Mr.  Andrews  Harri- 

''^^>^'^^    son  calk^  Mrs.  Jnkes^  with  great  kindness^  says,  ^'  1 

J;"'*^*  am  sure.  Sir,  you  will  be  glad  to  hear  that  Mr. 

Habbisov.  and  Mrs.  Benjamin  Harrison  and  all  the  children 

are  well,  at  Guys."   The  deceased  naturally  enough 

considering  what  was  passing  in  his  mind,  and  if 

he  did  retain  his  memory  and  capacity,  merely 

muttered, — '^  I  am  glad  to  hear  it ;''  or  something 

to  that  effect,  in  a  tone  and  manner  not  distinctly 

to  be  heard. 

In  March  following  the  deceased  himself  appears 
to  be  actire  again,  and  writes  to  Mr.  Boodle  to 
come  and  make  a  codicil  for  him ;  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  Mr.  Kinleside  was  even  at  that  time 
at  Widmore.  Mr.  Boodle  writes  a  letter  as  to 
an  intelligent  agent,  proposing  to  be  with  him 
on  the  21st  of  March; — ^by  accident  he  is  pre- 
vented attending  on  that  day,  but  the  deceased 
appears  to  have  expected  him^  and  seems  to  have 
prepared  himself  for  what  should  have  taken 
place;  for  it  is  on  the  21st  of  March  a  codi- 
cil is  written^  and  it  is  very  fairly  written^  in  his 
own  hand-writing :— ^'  It  is  my  wish  that  ShaW' 
Jield  Lodge  estate  and  premises  should  go  to  my 
residuary  legatee,  the  Rev.  William  Kinleside, 
and  that  I  revoke  my  legacy  left  to  Paul  Ma- 
Zm,  Andrews  Harrison.  Widmore,  21st  March, 
1814r.''  On  that  day  Mr.  Boodle  however  was 
under  the  necessity  of  putting  off  his  visit  to  the 
22d^.when  he  and  Mr.  Stanley  did  attend,  and 
perhaps  the  very  disappointment  might  have  had 
some  effect  on  the  deceased's  mind;— but  on  the 
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S2d.  of  March,  nothinff  can  be  more  decided  than      1818. 
the  deceased's  desire  to  exclude  JVf  r.  Harrison  and      Term. 


KiNLmox 

V. 


Mr.  Malin^  and  to  give  Shawfield  to  Mr.  Kinleside ; 
—it  being  the  first  part,  and  the  middle  part,  and 
the  last  part  of  that  paper  and  memorandum  which  HAiiBisoir. 
Mr.  Boodle  drew  up  upon  the  occasion.  The  de- 
ceased was  too  confused,  in  Mr.  Boodle's  opinion, 
to  induce  him  to  make^  a  codicil ; — ^but,  as  to  all  this 
being  a  fraud  on  the  deceased,  the  very  circum- 
stance of  sending  for  Mr.  Boodle  on  these  three 
occasions,  the  7th  of  December,  IS13;  the  14th  of 
December,  1813 ;  aad  the  23d  of  March,  181^, 
goes  very  strongly  to  repel  Uie  insinuation. ' 

Thus  far,  considering  these  circumstances,  that 
Mr.  benjamin  Harrison  had  wholly  withdrawn 
himself  frora^  the  deceased,,  and  never  called  on 
him,  it  does  not  require  the  gratuitous  assumption 
of  fraudulent  excitement  in  order  to  account  for 
this  increased  irritation  against  him ;  but  it  re- 
quires some  proof  of  the  solicitation  and  impor- 
tamty  charged,  and  this  brings  me  necessarily  to 
consider:  that  part  of  the  evidence,  for  it  is  only 
about  this  period,:  namely,  in  the  beginning,  and 
in  the  spring  of  1814,  that  there  is  the  slightest 
attempt  to  support  the  charge  by  any  thing  like 
evidence. 

I  may,  perhaps,  preliminarily  observe,  that  im- 
portunity, in  its  correct  legal  acceptation,  mu9(  be 
in  such  a  degree  as  to  take  away  from  the  testator 
free  agency  ; — ^it  must  be  such  importunity  as  he 
is  too  weak  to  resist  ;-^ucb  as.  will  render  the  act 
no  longer  the  act  of  the  decei^sed  ; — not  the  Ccee 
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tsif.      act  of  a  capaUe  testaAor^  in  onler  to  iovilidate  m 

Easier 

Tenu.       tMtran^Dt. 

^■^"v"^^  Now,  the  charges  themselves  pretty  wd!,  I  thitil^, 
EmLmLB^  SMWwer  each  other : — fiar,  if  the  deceased  was  thus 
Habbuok.  ADxiois,  even  to  irritatiofii  to  deprive  Mr.  Benja- 
wiD  Elarrison  of  these  testamentary  benefits^  where 
cottid  foe  the  necessity  for  all  this  oiling  and  im- 
Ipoitenity  ?  The  two  grounds  are  hardly  consistent 
widi  each  ether.  As  against  Mr.  Wells,  it  is  Tay« 
lor  alone  who  suggests  it; — ^he  pretends  indeed 
that  the  deceased  being  very  deaf  he  conU  not 
ai^^d  hearing  what  passed  as  he  went  to  and  fro 
along  the  passage.  I  think,  on  the  Sth  interroga- 
tory, he  states,  that  early  in  1814,  before  the 
south  of  March,  the  respondent  heard  Mr.  Welb, 
and  he  mentions  Mr.  Kinleside  also,  contiooally 
persuading  the  deceased  to  take  away  tha  Wid- 
more  estate  from  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison,  and 
leave  it  to  Mr.  Kinleside. 

Though  the  deceased  was  very  deaf,  though  the 
house  is  described  as  very  small,  he  is  the  single 
witness  who  overhears  any  thing  of  this  kind. 
The  other  witnesses,  the  maid-servants,  hear  no- 
thing of  the  sort,  so  far  as  respects  Mr.  Wells  ;— 
and  Mr.  Wells  has  most  decidedly  and  positively 
denied  the  charge  upon  his  oath.  Now,  upon  the 
evidence  of  Taylor,  1  do  not  think  the  tuct  of 
nrging  the  deceased,  as  charged  against  Mr.  W^, 
in  any  degree  proved,  and  tliei«fore  it  is  uanects- 
sary  to  consider  what  wonid  be  tts  legal  effeot. 
Alexander  is  a  witness  entitled  to  more  attention  i 
she  does  overhear  Mr.  Kinleside  and  Mrs.  Jukes  say 
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timt  to  wiiich  she  deposes^  but  nathiog  eoftcernin^ 
Mr*  Wells ;  at  tke  same  time^  without  dedaeting 
from  her  reracity^  yet  coosidering  how  likely  any 
conrarsfttions  are  to  be  misappreheoded^  considering 
how  much  more  likely  pieoeB  and  patches  of  con- 
versatbns  are  to  be  inisapprdiended,  the  witncfls 
not  being  present^  and  bearing  the  preceding  and 
foUowing  parts^  the  Court  must  itttend  to  evidence 
of  this  sort  with  contidacable  cautimi ;  onore  espe- 
dally  whea  it  is  to  couf^ersation  with  a  person  who 
is  liable  occasionally  to  interruption  and  eonfiision 
of  faculties^  and  Alexander  liad  been  talked  to  and 
ntged  a  good  deal  by  Taylor^  who  had  related  to 
hter  many  things  ahe  did  not  reodfect^  and  who 
said  her  mraooiy  was  very  bad^  and  therefore  with- 
out meaning  to  eay  any  thing  faeyaod  the  trntStk, 
she  might  have  confounded  what  ahe  heard  from 
Taylor  with  what  she  'heard  herself^  wishing  not 
wilfully  to  forget  any  thing. 

But^  taking  it  at  the  utrooet  stretchy  what  does 
it  amount  to  ?  Her  account  ia  this^  *'  She  never 
heard  Mr.  Wells  say  any  thing  to  the  deceased 
upon  the  sulgect  ;~she  Icnowa  that  he  was  theie 
very  often  ;-**he  used  very  frequently  to  call  on  the 
deceased^  Aough  not  more  at  one  tnie  tilan  ano- 
ther; but  ahe  never  beard  him  say  any  thing 
about  Ilia  will,  or  the  WidmoM  oalate  to  4be 
deceased : — she  has  heard  both  Mn.  Jokes  and 
Mr.  Kinleeide  conTersing  with  the  deceaaed  about 
his  will,  and  about  the  said  estate ;  slie  remembers, 
that  for  sometime  befbre  the  fcuit  codicil  wna  made, 
whidi  was  in  the  month  of  Aprils  1814,  she  ta^anl 
Mrs.  Jnkes  teH  Ae  deceaiwd  that  be  ought  to  idtrtr 


BoHer 


e. 
HAaaiMM* 


551 


CASES  OETERMIIfBD  111  TBB 


,1818.      iiif  vrin ; — ^the  only  persons  the  deponent  heard 
Term,      mentioned  by  her  were  M n  Malin  and  Mr.  Ben- 


jamin Harrison,  and  she  told  the  deceased  that  he 
'  ^.  ought  to  alter  his  will,  because  if  it  was  not  altered 
Haausok.  Mr.  Malin  would  have  that  money  again,  which 
he  ought  not,  for  he  had  acted  veiy  improperly,  or 
something  to  that  purpose.  The  deponent  neytr 
heard  her  say  who  ought  to  have  any  thing ;  and 
she  does  not  know  that  she  ever  heard  Mrs.  Jokes 
say  any  thing  to  the  deceased  about  Shawfield  or 
the  Widmore  estate,  she.  cannot  recollect  it  if  she 
did ;  the  principal  thing  she  said  was  about  Mr. 
Malin,  who  she  said  would  have  the  money  if  the 
will  was  not  altered,  and  that  he  ought,  not  to  have 
it.'' — Here  then  is  no  fraud  and  no  falsehood  in  all 
this ;— rit  is  correctly  true ;  it  is  no  more  than  what 
the  deceased  himself  had  expressed  to  Mr.  Boodle, 
in  September,  1812 ;  the  deceased  himself  then 
thought  that  Mr.  Malin  ought  not  to  have  the 
50002.  he  owed  him  and  dso  the  legacy  of  50002. ; 
*— even  supposing  therefore  that  nothing  bad  pre- 
ceded what  this  witness  overheard,  that  the  de- 
ceased had  .been  talking  with  Mrs.  Jukes,  and 
that  she  merely  re-echoed  his. opinion,  was  this  any 
thing  like  fraudulent  excitement  to  remind  him  that 
such  a  thing,  should  be  done?  Looking  at, these 
facts,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  amount  to  that 
which  can  affect  the  instruments. 

The  witness  then;  goes  on ; — 83  to  Mr.  Kinleside 
she  says,  ^  She  has  often  heard  the  deceased  and 
Mr.  Kinleside  in  conversation  together  upon,  tbe 
subject  of  the  Widmore  estate. ;  they  used  to  go 
together  into  the  deceased's  jpomi  up  stairs;,  where 
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they  were  for  a  long  time  together  frequently  ;— 
the  deponent  does  not  think  she  ever  heard  any 
thing  that  passed  when  they  were  there ;  but  she 
remembers  hearing  them  talking  when  they  came 
out  of  the  room  upon  the  landing-place^  and  in 
the  passage  she  recollects  the  deceased's  saying  to 
Mr.  Kinleside^  the  house  is  your's ; — 'So  Sir,  said 
Mr.  Kinleside,  the  house  is  not  mine ;  the  house  is 
Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison's.  The'  deceased  said  he 
meant  the  house  to  be  his;  that  Mr.  Benjamin 
Harrison  had  offended  him.  Mr.  Kinleside  said, 
the  house  could  not  be  his,  as  it  was  not  left  to 
him.  The  deponent  cannot  remember  the  exact 
words,  but  it  was  to  that  effect ;  for  the  deceased 
and  Mr.  Kinleside  being  both  deaf,  they  were  both 
of  them  obliged  to  speak  loud,  and  the  deponent 
sitting  in  her  own  room  heard  very  distinctly  what 
was  said."— Again,  taking  all  this  at  the  very  worst, 
after  these  two  persons  had  been,  as  the  witness 
says,  for  a  long  time  together  in  the  deceased's 
room,  looking  over  this  long  will,  when  they  come 
out,  they  are  talking  together  on  the  landing-place 
loud  enough  to  be  heard  all  over  this  small  house. 
What  is  the  whole  that  happens  ?  The  deceased 
appears  to  have  got  into  some  confusion,  as  he  did 
after  the  transaction  with  Mr.  Boodle ; — he  says 
the  house  is  your's ;  Mr.  Kinleside  explains  it,  and 
says,  the  house  is  not  mine,  the  house  is  Mr.  Ben- 
jamin Harrison's; — the  testator  says,  Mr.  Benja* 
roin  Harrison  has  offended  him,  and  he  means  to 
give  it  to  Mr.  Kinleside.  It  is  as  little  like  urging 
on  one  side,  and  unwillingness  on  the  other,  as 
can  be  stated.    She  goes  on  farther,  ^'  She  several 
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tsi8.      iitnes  htard  the  deceajed  aay  (hat  Mr.  JBenjuriii 
Term.      HtrriMn  bad  effisndad  hkn^  and  the  also  heard  the 

^^^^^"^    eaid  Mr.  Kinleside  eay  se? era!  times  to  the  deceased 
^^         that  tbe  fiouee  was  Mr.  BeiijamiD  Hanisoa's ;  it 

liAMUMMoa.  caanet  be  mine  ;  it  is  Mr.  Senjamia  Harrison's  ; 
yea  ha^e  left  it  io  liim.  A«d  the  deceased  said  he 
did  not  mean  Mr.  BenjamHi  Harrison  to  have  it ; 
he  meamt  hiso^  Mr.  Kiaieside^  to  hfure  it/'  This 
is  afl  -opea  to  the  same  observation. 

Now,  as  to  tbe  sugi^eaUng  of  tbe  codicil^  abe 
«a¥s^  ''she  does  remember  hearinir  Mr.  Kiale- 
side  tell  the  deceased  that  be  coold  not  go  tbroagh 
bis  wtn^  aii4  that  he  had  better  make  a  coAcil. 
She  weN  Mmembers  tliat  when  they  were  talfciag 
about  the  estate^  by  ivbich  she  supposed  them  to 
mean  the  V^dmore  «state^  Mr.  Kinleside  did  tell 
the  deceased  that  be  ooald  siot  have  it  ankss  it  was 
left  to  bim.  The  deceased  said  he  did  mean  him 
to  bare  it.  Mr.  Kinleside  then  said^  that  there  was 
iK>  occasion  for  a  fredi  will ;  that  only  a  codKcii  was 
wanting ;  that  a  will  was  too  macb  for  bim  to  go 
through  ;  and  that  a  codicM  would  do  as  well^  or 
to  that  ^eiiBCt.  ittie  says^  that  she  never  beard  Mr. 
Kinleside  press  tbe  deceased  not  to  employ  Mr. 
Boodle,  or  ^ibserve  that  be  was  too  particular,  or 
,  sey  any  Hiing  to  tbe  deceased  about  Mr.  Boodk. 
She  weH  romembeia  that  the  deoeased  was  very 
angry  with  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison ;  he  was  very 
-niioh  dislarbed  at  bis  sending  borne  some  papers^ 
as  Ae  believes,  aad  re&ising  to  act  for  htm;  be 
<Tlad  so  asuch  dbotit  it  that  tbe  deponent  was  dis- 
treMed  to  eee  him ;  that  she  flreqaendy  heard  him 
tflftiiig  about  taking  away  tbe  estate  from  Mr^ 


ELurtmnMi 


9< 


PREEOaiiTIVB  GOUIW  09  CANtBRBVRY.  5S7 

BeDJamin  Harriaon  ;  he  was  quite  bent  upon  it.^  I9i8. 
-^Taking  the  whole  of  this  account^  and  const*  jWm. 
'  dering  it  judicially  and  impartially^  it  seems  to 
(end  rather  more  to  the  support  than  to  the  de- 
feazance  of  these  codicils :  the  Coart  is  not  called  Harbiioit. 
upon  to  decide  upon  nice  points  of  delicacy  in 
the  conduct  of  parties^  but  to  consider  their  legal 
effect^  not  whether  Mr.  Kinleside  ought  to  have 
practised  more  forbearance  and  self-denial^  and 
that  be  ought  not  to  have  put  the  deceased  into  the 
way  of  carrying  his  wishes  into  effect^  because 
those  wishes  tended  to  his  own  benefit ;  but  what 
I  am  to  consider  is,  whether  he  waa  guilty  of  such 
fraudulent  importunity  on,  the  deceased  as  can  de- 
feat the  effect  of  a  codidl  which  is  ni  other  respects 
proved^  and  render  it  not  the  act  of  the  deceased. 

The  deceased  upon  this  evidencej  instead  of 
being  urged  to  take  away  the  property  from  Mr. 
Bei\)amia  Harrison,  and  give  it  to  Mr.  Kinleside^ 
Mrs.  Alexander  says,  ^'  he  was  quite  bent  upon  it/' 
and  the  utmost  is,  that  Mr«  Kinleside  sets  him  right 
when  he  says  he  is  to  have  the  house,  and  explains 
to  him  that  the  best  mode  of  carrying  his  inten- 
tion into  effect,  is  not  by  making  a  new  will,  but 
by  confining  himself  to  a  codicil,  he  having  on  for- 
mer occasions  been  found  to  have  failed  in  making 
these  new  dispositions  which  were  pr<^osed«  I 
think  that  is  the  utmost  extent  ta  which  I  can  carry 
this  evidence. 

Mr.  Wells,  to  whom  as  much  credit  iq^P^Murs  to 
be  due  as  to  any  witness  in  the  cause,  the  Court 
making  allowances  for  the  slight  inaccuracies  which 
belong  to  aU  human  testimony,  however  fairly  it  is 
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given^  carries  on  this  transaction^  and  says^  ''  that 
after  the  S2d  of  IVferch  the  deceased  appeared 
to  be  disquieted  and  unhappy;  and  he  particu- 
larly recollects^  that  one  morning  within   a  fevr 
days  after  he  was  walking  with  the  deceased  in 
the  grounds  of   Shawfield  Lodge^    the  deceased 
expressed  his  unhappiness^  that  according  to  the 
then    state  of  his   will^  that  property  would   go 
to    Mr.  ^Benjamin  Harrison^   which  he  particu- 
larly   wished   to  leave  to  Mr.    Kinleside.     That 
shortly  afterwards  the  deceased  shewed  to  the  de- 
ponent a  paper-writing,  drawn  up  and  prepared  for 
execution,  as  a  codicil  to  his  will,  and  which  he 
stated  to  have  been  drawn  up  at  his  request  by  a 
legal  friend  of  Mr.  Kinleside's,  who,  as  the  deponent 
has  since  understood,  is  a  Mr.  Holmes  of  Arundel. 
It  is  not  wholly  immaterial  as  referrible  to  another 
part  of  the  evidence,  that  the  deceased  at  that  time 
did  not  mention  by  whom  this  paper  was  prepared^ 
all  he  said  was,  that  it  was  by  a  legal  friend  of 
Mr.   Kinleside's;   but  whether  that  legal  friend 
might  reside  in   Liondon,  or  in  Sussex,  the  de- 
ceased does  not  appear  at  that  time  to  have  men- 
tioned ;  he  might  have  supposed  it  was  in  Lon- 
don.   He  says  '^  that  the   deceased  expressed  a 
wish  to  execute  the  codicil,  and  desired  the  de- 
ponent  to   call   upon  a  I^r.  Latter,  a  solicitor 
residing  at    Bromley,    upon   the  subject.      The 
deponent  accordingly  did  so,  and  consulted  with 
him  upon  it.    The  deponent  never  had  the  pa- 
per in  his  possession,  and  knew  not  of  its  ex- 
istence till    it  was  shewn    to    him  by   the    de- 
ceased.   The  deponent  mentioned  to  Mr.  Latter, 
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Rt  the  time  he  delivered  the  deceatied's  request      1818. 
for   him  to  Rttend^  what  the  deceased  had  com-       Term. 


manicatiftd  to  him  respectiug  the  preparing  of 
such  codiciL  and  asked  Mr.  Latter  whether  it  was  'K'*^**'" 
an  irregular  mode  of  proceeding.  Mr.*  Latter  said  Harrxsok. 
it  was  more  regular  for  the  person  who  had  pre« 
pared  an  instrument  to  be  present^  but  not  abso- 
lutely necessary ;  and  he  then  recommended  that  it 
should  be  copied  by  the  deceased ;  and  that  the 
witnesses,  besides  himself,  should  be  Dr.  Smith, 
the  clergyman  of  the  parish,  and  the  apothecary 
who  was  in  the  habit  of  attending  the  deceased. 
The  deponent  mentioned  to  Mr.  Latter  likewise  the 
circumstances  attending  the  visits  of  Mr.  Boodle  to 
the  deceased.  He  then  communicated  to  the  de- 
ceased what  had  so  passed  between  himself  and 
Mr.  Latter,  and  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Latter, 
that  the  paper  should  be  copied  by  him;  to  which 
the  deceased  acceded.''  He  goes  on,  and  states, 
''  that  a  few  days  afterwards  he,  at  the  earnest  de- 
sire of  the  deceased,  went  to  the  house  of  Mrs. 
Jukes,"  where  the  execution  took  place. 

Now  certainly  in  this  account  there  does  occur  a 
circumstance  in  the  preparation  of  this  instrument, 
that  always  excites  the  jealousy  and  vigilance  of 
the  Court, — and  it  has  been  much  pressed  in  ar- 
goment  ;-^the  codicil  is  prepared  through  the 
agency  of  the  party  beaefitted,  and  without  the 
professional  person  who  prepares  it  having  had 
access  to  the  deceased  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
his  instructions :  but  the  Court  must  take  care  not 
to  convert  a  circumstance  which  is  only  a  reason 
for  vigilance  and  caution,  into  an  actual  defeasance 
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181S.      of  the  right  of  testamentary  dispoftition^  and  of  the 

TWm^     dear  tastameDtary  dispositianft  of  a  capable  testa- 

^-^^^"v^^    tor.    The  degree  of  alarm  excited  by  such  a  eir- 

'^*"™"*  curasiance  depends  upon  the  other  circumstances 

Hauimh.  which  accompany  it :    the  thing  freqiteotly  hap« 

peas^  and  nitbont  exciting  much^  though  upon  all 

o€casiofii>  a  certain  portion  of  caution. 

It  waa  obserred  in  respect  to  this  pari  of  the 
traaaactton,  that  Mr«  Boodle  was  not  employed. 
Now^  after  the  three  unsuecessfirl  attempts  which 
had  takem  plaee^  and  the  course  which  Mr.  Boodle 
tboagbt  H  necesMry  to  pursue  uppn  those  occa* 
sions^  k  is  by  no  means  vnnatural  or  improbable 
that  the  deceased  hittisetf  might  wish  that  another 
mode  might  be  tried,  or  at  least  that  he  mfight  ren^ 
dily  acqaiesce  in  it,  and  ado^  it,  when  it  was 
prapoaed  to  him.  Mr.  Wells  slates,  in  his  secoitd 
examifnation,  ''  that  according  to  the  best  of  his 
recollection,  the  deceased  did  express  his  displea- 
sure at  Mr.  Boodle's  having  refused  to  prepare  the 
codicil^  as  well  as  bis  grief  that  it  had  not  been 
done ;''  and  here  is  the  deceased's  o?rn  declaration 
to  Mr.  Wdls,  that  it  had  been  diawn  np  at  his 
request  by  a  legal  friend  of  Mr.  Kinleside.  If  Mr. 
Kinleside  bad  broaght  this  codicil  to  the  deceased 
so  prepared,  and  bad  got  it  executed  in  bis  own 
prasenee,  ealliog  in  soaie  sei^rants,  or  other  igao- 
mnt  pefMns  to  attest  ilie  mere  ibrmal  execution  of 
ilie  instrament,  it  would  kave  been  t ery  abrmiqg 
iadee^.  Sack  a  mode  of  proceeding  would  haTe 
sav>oared  preftty  strongly  of  fravdalent  circamven* 
tion  ;  bat  the  cowrse  taken  is  extremely  (fiifierent. 
It  la  charged  indeed  in  the  plea,  ''  that  Mr.  Kink- 
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side  having  taken  up  his  residence  at  Shawfield, 
endeavoured  to  persuade  the  deceased/'  and  so  on. 
The  foct  iSj  he  does  not  take  up  bis  residence  there 
till  after  the  execution  of  this  codicil^  namely^  in 
the  month  of  May^  and  then  riot  at  his  own  sug- 
gestion^ but  at  the  request  and  solicitation  of  the 
deceased  and  Mr.  Walmsley^  who  thought  it  would 
be  for  the  comfort  of  the  deceased ;  but  Mr.  Kin- 
leside  leaves  the  codicil  in  the  hands  of  the  testa* 
tor ; — he  returns  to  Sussex ;— 4ind  the  deceased  is 
left  to  execute  it  or  not  as  he  thinks  proper.  The 
deceased^  being  thus  left  to  himself^  with  the  codi- 
cil in  his  possession^  naturally  enough  consults  his 
friend  Mr.  Wells  on  the  mode  of  proceeding  ;— 
states  that  he  wishes  to  proceed  to  the  execution  of 
it ;  and  the  mode  is  adopted  which  is  set  forth  in 
the  deposition  of  Mr.  Wells.— The  deceased's  man- 
ner of  going  through  the  several  steps  towards  the 
execution  is  strongly  indicative  of  mind^  memory, 
and  understanding :  he  conducts  those  steps  him- 
self;— and  as  to  tutoring  an  old  man  who  had  lost 
his  understanding  and  memory^  to  go  through  the 
whole  of  this  in  the  way  I  am  about  to  state^  it  is 
not  only  unsupported  by  any  proofs  but  it  appears 
to  me  quite  an  extravagant  supposition. 

The  deceased  was  recommended  by  Mr.  Latter 
to  make  a  copy  of  the  codicil ;  and  he  does  accord- 
ingly make  a  copy>  which  is  the  best  possible  evi- 
dence that  he  understood  and  approved  the  con- 
tents of  that  instrument,  supposing  he  had  any 
degree  of  capacity  at  this  time.  Here  Taylor 
again  is  called  in^  and  be  suggests  Aat  the  copy 
was  made  by  the  intervention  of  Mrs.  Jukes'a 
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1818.      asaiBtance :  he  states^  *'  that  4ie  very  well  remeni* 
.    Term.      ^^^^  ^b^t  be  saw  the  deceased  on  two  or  three 


different   days  in  Aprils   1814,  copying  from   a 
'*^'^     paper   before   him :— what   it    was    he    did    not 
lUaRisoN.   see ;  he  knows  that  the  deceased  had  great  dif* 
ficnlty  in   copying    it,   for   the   respondent*  was 
called   upon    by    Mrs.   Jukes  to  administer  va- 
lerian to  him,  while  about  it:   and  in  going  in 
and  out  of  ihe  room,  he  saw  Mrs.  Juke8  as* 
sisting  the  deceased,  taking  care  that  he  had  not 
too  much  ink  in  his  pen,  and  pointing  to  the  lines 
from   which  he  was  copying.      The  respondent 
thinks  that  the  deceased  could  not  by  any  means 
have  written  the  paper  without  assistance/'    Such 
is  the  opinion  of  Taylor :  his  opinion  is,  that  the 
deceased  was  utterly  incapable,  from  the  middle  of 
the  year  1812  ; — So  that  as  to  these  facts,  the  Court 
cannot  very  safely  rely  on  his  testimony :  but  sup- 
posing be  were  correct  in  this  statement,  what  does 
it  amount  to  but  this,  that  this  old  lady  looked  to 
see  that  he  had  not  too  much  ink  in  his  pen,  and 
that  she  pointed  out  the  lines  from  which  he  was 
copying  ?  Now  the  story  itself,  I  think,  of  the  ne- 
cessity of  this  assistance,   is  not  very  probable, 
when  we  recollect  that  the  deceased  was  able  to 
write  these  different  letters  of  th^  3d  of  March, 
1814,   and  in    January,    1815;    and   keeps    his 
books  of  account,  and  endorses  bis  bills  during 
the  whole  year :  it  is  not  likely  that  Taylor  has 
formed  a  just  opinion  ;  but  if  he  did  receive  assist- 
ance to  this  extent,  it  would   not  jgo   to  inva- 
lidate the  knowledge  of  the  deceased  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  instrument,  or  his  capacity  to  judge 
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about  the  copying  of  this  codicil ;  and  bad  as  her 
memory  is,  she  thinks  it  impossible  but  she  must 


V, 


have  recollected  so  striking  a  circumstance  if  it  Habrmow. 
ever  happened. 

The  fact,  ho^eyeir,  is>  that  one  copy  of  the  co- 
dicil is  in  the  deceased's  own  hand^ writing :  the 
deceased  himself  applies  to  two  of  the  witnesses. 
Mr.  Latter  is  desired  to  attend  by  Mr.  Wells: 
and  who  are  the  witnesses  called  in?  Not  ig- 
norant  persons — not  persons .  to  witness  a  mere 
formal  execution — not  persons  likely  to  be  parties 
in  a  fraud,  or  to  have  a  fraud  imposed  on  them, 
but  persons  as  competent  to  detect  a  fraud,  as 
could  be  selected-^all  long  acquainted  with  the 
deceased — the  minister  of  the  parish,  the  medical 
attendant  of  the  deceased,  and  a  neighbouring  so- 
licitor, who  is  ordered  to  attend  to  judge  of  the 
proper  form  to  be  gone  through;  and  they  are 
put  upon  their  guard  to  satisfy  themselves  of  his 
volition  and  competency  to  do  the  act,  and  are  sa- 
tisfied on  the  occasion. 

It  only  therefore  remains,  that  I  should  state  the 
evidence  to  these  points.  Mr.  llott  says,  '^  that  a 
few  days;  perhaps  three  or  four,  before  the  27th  of 
April;  the  deceased  called  upon  him,  and  said  that  in 
a  few  days  he  should  want  his  assistance  to  see  him 
sign  a  paper.''  He  states  the  object  of  it ;  nothing' 
further  passed  then.  ''  On  the  following  Monday, 
the  25th  of  April,  the  deceased's  servant  came  to 
the  deponent,  requesting,  in  his  master's  name, 
that  the  deponent  would  meet  Dr.  Smith  and  Mr. 

2  o2 


564 


GAflBS  DETERMINED  IN  THE 


1818. 
Ea$ter 


KlHLISIDt 

Habrison. 


Latter^  at  the  deceased's  bouse^  at  twelve  o'clock 
on  the  following  Wednesday/'  So  that  it  is  the 
deceased  himself  that  engages  Mr.  Ilott  for  the 
purpose  of  attending^  three  or  four  days  before 
the  execution  takes  place.  He  then  goes  on  to 
state  the  circumstances  of  the  execution.  "  At  the 
appointed  time  he  went  to  the  deceased's  house^ 
and  found  there  Dr.  Smithy  Mfr.  Latter,  and  Mr. 
Wells.  When  he  entered,  the  deceased  shook 
bands  with  him,  and  said  he  was  very  glad  to  see 
hirh.  Mr.  Latter  asked  the  deceased  to  state  for 
what  purpose  they  were  assembled,  to  which  the 
deceased  replied,  that  be  wished  to  make  some  al«- 
terations  in  his  will,  for  they  had  robbed  him  of 
thousands.  Mr.  Latter  asked  him  whom  he  meant, 
and  he  said,  Paul  Malin  and  Benjamin  Harrison. 
There  were  two  papers  lying  on  the  table,  one  of 
which  the  deceased  took  into  his  hand;  the  de- 
ceased then  gave  one  of  the  papers  to  Mr.  Latter, 
who  was  requested  to  read  it  aloud,  which  he  did 
slowly  and  distinctly ;  that  he  stopped  occasionally, 
when  the  deceased  expressed  his  approbation  ;  and 
when  read  through,  the  deceased  expressed  his 
approbation  of  the  whole ;  he  then  executed  it,  and 
the  witnesses  signed  their  names.  When  the  busi- 
ness was  finished,  the  deceased  thanked  them,  and 
said.  Now  I  am  happy ;  and  he  appeared  well 
pleased  and  satisfied. 

Dr.  Smith  says,  that  on  Monday,  the  25th  of 
April,  1814,  the  deponent  called  with  the  church- 
wardens of  Bromley,  and  when  they  had  settled 
their  business,  the  churchwardens  took  their  leave, 
and  the  deponent  was  about  to  do  the  same,  when 
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the  deceased  stopped  him  and  said^  '^  I  shall  be       isis. 
glad  to  see  you  here  some  day  this  week  that  is      j^rm. 
convenient  to  yon/*    Here  again  is  spontaneous     ^-^-^^^^^ 
acting  from  the  deceased  shewing  understanding      i^^<^* 
and  foresight^not  the  least  appearance  of  any  loss  Haeeisoit, 
or  defect  of  memory :  indeed  this  circumstance  is 
in  some  degree  confirmed  by  the  entry  in  his  book 
of  accounts^  for  here  are  two  guineas  entered  this 
day^  as  paid  to  Dr.  Smith  for  Elaster  Oflferings. 
He  goes  on  to  state^  ^'  the  deceased  said  to  him^  I 
have  been  very  ill  used^  Dr.  Smithy  and  I  want  to 
make  an  alteration  in  my  wiil^  for  I  intend  to  take 
the  administration  of  my  affairs  out  of  tlie  hands  of 
my  executors^  and  give  it  to  others ;  the  deceased^ 
then  also  mentioned  the  names  of  his  executors^ 
Mr.  Paul  Malin  and  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison^  say- 
ings they  shall  have  nothing  to  do  with  my  aflSiirs, 
and  indeed  the  will  was  not  my  will,  for  it  was 
done  by  the  persuasion  of  my  brother^  but  now  he 
is  gone,  I  intend  to  make  my  own  will :  no  day 
was  fixed  for  the  deponent  to  come,  but  the  de- 
ceased said,  I  will  let  you  know  in  time,  and  they 
then  parted.''    Here  he  tells  the  witness  the  pur- 
pose for  which  he  wants  him— that  it  was  to  alter 
the  will :  he  mentions  the  nature  of  the  alteration, 
and  whom  he  meant  to  remove ;  it  was  to  remove 
Mr.  Paul  Malin  and  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison ;  and 
it  might  be  true,  in  some  degree,  that  it  was  to 
gratify  his  brother  that  he  was  induced  to  make  the 
former  disposition :    but,  however,  we  must  not 
rely  too  much  either  as  to  the  sincerity  of  the  state- 
ment, or  the  accuracy  of  recollection  of  the  per- 
son  relating  the  conversation.     Dr.  Smith  goes 


566  CASES  DETERMINED  IN  TUE 

1818.       on  to  state,  "  that  on  the  following  Wednesday, 
Term.      ^J  appointment,  he  went  and  found  the  deceased 
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and  Mrs.  Jukes  in  the  parlour  together  alone :  they 
talked  upon  iadrfferent  subjects  for  a  short  time, 
Harbison,  when  Mr.^Latter,  Mr.  Ilott,  and  Mr.  Wells,  hav- 
ing arrived;  Mrs.  Jukes  left  the  room,  and  the 
deponent  <  then  said  to  the  deceased.  Pray,  Sir, 
what  might  you  be  wanting  with  us?  he  replied, 
I  want  to  make  an  alteration  in  my  will ;  he  added, 
that  he  had  lost  thousands,  and  he  intended  that' 
his  executors  should  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
administration  of  his  will ;  whether  he  mentioned' 
their  names  or  not,  the  deponent  does  not  remem- 
ber with  certainty :  the  deponent  asked  who  he 
intended  to  make  his  executor.  The  deceased  taking 
some  papers  out  of  a  drawer,  said,  I  mean  to  ap- 
point this,  pointing  to  the  name  of  Mr.  Kinleside;'' 

• 

perfectly,  therefore,  recollecting  the  appointment 
he  had  made  with  this  gentleman— the  object  of  it, 
and  the  alterations  he  was  now  proposing  to  make, 
and  his  reason  for  so  doing.  The  witness  then  speaks 
of  the  reading  over,  and  asking  the  deceased's 
approbation  of  the  codicil,  he  says,  '^  he  proposed 
that  the  codicil  should  be  read  over  to  the  deceased, 
and  one  copy  was  handed  to  Mr.  Latter,  and  ano- 
ther to  the  deceased  for  that  purpose  :  when  Mr. 
Latter  had  got  a  little  way  in  reading  it,  the  depo- 
nent stopped  him,  by  asking  the  deceased  if  he 
heard  it ;  the  deceased  said,  yes.  Sir,  I  hear  very 
well.  Mr.  Latter  then  proceeded,  stopping  occa- 
sionally to  ask  the  deceased  his  approbation^  who 
said  each  time,  that  is  right,  and  gave  his  consent 
to  every  part.     The  deponent  remembers  that  the 
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deceased  had  in  his  own  copy  made  a  reiteration  of       isia. 
two  or  three  short  words,  which  being  pointed  out      y^'^ 


to  him,  he  himself  took  a  pen  and  crossed  them 

out ;"  and  they  pre  very  short  words,  merely  from    '^'^^«'»» 

mistaking  the  catch-word,  he  has  inserted  "  me,  in,   Hareisow. 

or  by/'  twice  over ;  indeed,  the  date  is  inserted 

in  his  hand-writing,  and  as  none  of  the  witnesses 

mention  that  to  have  passed  during  the  time  they 

were  present,  it  is  another  mark  of  the  deceased's 

memory  and  recollection  that  he  filled  it  up  before 

their  arrival,  in  order  to  prepare  the  instrument  for 

execution. 

Dr.  Smith  then  states  the  execution  and  the  at* 
testation ;  and  he  adds,  '^  that  the  deceased  said,  ' 
when  he  had  done.  Now  I  am  easy  and  satisfied/' 

Mr.  Latter  gives  the  same  account ;  he  confirms 
Mr.  Wells's  application  to  him — his  recommending 
the  deceased  to  make  a  copy  of  the  codicil,  and 
also  his  making  an  appointment  for  the  execution 
— his  afterwards  attending  the  deceased — shaking 
hands  with' him,  and  a  little  common  conversation 
when  Mrs.  Jukes  left  the  room  ;  and  that  the  de* 
ceased  then  began  by  -saying,  "  the  reason  for  my 
sending  for  you,  gentlemen^  is  to  witness  an  al- 
teration I  wish  to  make  in  my  will.'*  Some  papers 
were  then  lying  on  the  table — he  said,  ''  I  have 
written  this  from  a  copy  which  a  lawyer  in  London 
wrote  for  me  to  sign.'*  I  have  already  noticed,  that 
if  the  witness  is  accurate  as  to  this  expression  of ' 
the  deceased,  the  deceased  might  not  know  it  was . 
drawn  at  Arundel,  for  it  is  subsequent  to  this  time 
that  Mr.  Wells  is  apprised  of  that  fact.  ''  Dr. 
Smitli  then  asked  him,  what  was  the  main  point  of 
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the  intended  alteration  ?  the  deceased,  holding  one 
of  the  papers,  being  one  part  of  the  intended  codi- 
cil, in  hift  hand,  said,  pointing  to  some  lines  in  it^ 
I  wish  to  exclude  these  persons  from  my  will :  the 
deponent  asked  what  persons  ;  he  said^  Paul  Malin 
and  Benjamin  Harrison  :  Dt.  Smith  asked,  in  that 
case,  who  do  you  wish  to  be  your  heir  ?  be  answered 
the  Rev«  William  Kinleside,  pointing,  at  the  same 
time>  lower  down  the  paper/'  Now  here  is  no 
symptom  of  Want  of  memory,  or  want  of  understand- 
ing  or  disposing  mind,  or  any  importunity  used  on 
the  occasion.  The  witness  then  speaks  to  the  pa- 
per being  read-^he  deceased's  approbation  of  it, 
clause  by  clause — his  little  alterations --^«ttd  the  at- 
testation of  it ;  and  he  conelqdes  with  these  words, 
^'  that  the  deceased  thanked  them  several  times  for 
the  trouble  they  had  taken,  and  said  he  should 
now  be  satisfied  and  easy,  as  he  had  signed  Mr. 
BoMUe'8  paper/' 

Now  this  has  been  noticed,  but  really  it  is 
quite  a  trivial  circumstance ;  it  might  be  a  mis- 
apprehension of  the  witness,  for  he  had  been 
informed  by  Mr«  Wells  that  Mr.  Boodle  had 
been  present  on  former  occasions;  or  it  might 
be  a  lapse  of  memory  in  the  deceased  making 
use  of  one  name  for  another ;  for  it  was  natu- 
ral enough  Mr*  Boodle's  name  should  be  in  the 
mind  of  the  deceased  on  this  occasion  after  the 
former  transactions ;  but  suppose  his  mind  began 
to  faulter  or  wander,  it  was  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  transaction,  and  would  not  aflfect  the  validity 
of  it  :  indeed-  it  does  not  create  any  doubt  in  the 
mind  of  the  witness  himself;  for  he  goes  on  to  de« 
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pose  in  the  strongest  terms  to  the  capacity  of  the      ^^^^ 
deceased :  he  says^  '^  he  was  more  than  usually       Term. 
careful  to  ascertain  the  state  of  the  deceased's  fa*    ^-^"^-^^ 
culties^  and  his  capacity  to  make  the  codicil^  hav*      '"^^ 
ing  heard   it   said  that  he  was  at  times  weak  Hareisoh. 
in    his   intellects;   and  that  he   can    and  does^ 
without  the  least  hesitation  or  doubt^  depose  that 
the  deceased  was,  at  and  during  the  whole  time 
that  he  was  with  him,  which  was  for  the  space  of 
about  an  hour^  in  full  and  entire  possession  oi  his 
mental  fiiculties;  he  was  of  sound  mind^  and  in 
every  respect  perfectly  capable  of  making  and  exe^ 
cuting  a  codicil^  or  of  doing  any  act  of  that  na* 
ture ;  he  knew  as  well  what  he  was  about  as  any 
person  present^  as  the  deponent  verily  believes.'' 

Mr.  Uott  deposes  to  the  capacity  in  these  terms : 
^'  The  deponent  has  seen  the  deceased  on  some 
occasions  when  his  memory  failed^  but  on  this  day 
there  was  not  the  least  appearance  of  any  thing  of 
the  kind ;  on  the  contrary,  he  enjoyed  the  full  pos- 
session of  his  mental  faculties,  and  the  deponent 
did  not;  and  does  not,  entertain  the  least  doubt  of 
bis  being  in  a  fit  state  to  execute  a  vrill  or  codicil." 

Dr.  Smith  also  deposes  in  terms  no  less  strong : 
'^  That  during  the  whole  time,  the  deceased  vras^ 
as  the  deponent  verily  believes,  as  perfectly  in  his 
senses  as  any  man  living ;  he  was  certainly  of 
sound  and  disposing  mind,  memory,  and  under- 
standing ;  well  knew  and  understood  what  he  said 
and  did,  and  what  was  said  and  done  in  his  pre- 
sence,  and  was  folly  capable  of  making  and  exe- 
cuting a  codicil  to  his  will." 

In  a  transaction  so  conducted  by  intelligent  wit-* 
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1818.  nesses  put  upon  their  guard  to  observe  carefully 
Term.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  Condition  of  the  deceased^  tbe  terms 
in  which  they  express  their  opinion  as  to  the  ca« 
pacity  is  not  wholly  immaterial,  and  they  speak 
Harbison,  in  the  firmest  manner  to  their  opinion ;  but  the 
Court  relies  much  more  on  the  facts  which  they 
state  than  upon  any  opinion  which  they  can  give^ 
and  which  prove  to  me  most  fully  that  the  de- 
ceased acted  freely  and  spontaneously  on  the  oc- 
casion— that  he  conducted  the  whole  transaction 
rationally  ;-^hat  he  well  understood  what  he  was 
doing ; — that  be  fully  remembered  the  grounds  on 
which  he  acted ;— and  that  he  had  a  perfect  and 
disposing  mind«  Mr.  Wells  was  present  upon  the 
occasion,  and  fiilly  confirms  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses :  he  was  present  as  a  friend,  and  at  the 
earnest  request  of  the  deceased  himself;  but  he 
takes  no  part  whatever  in  conducting  the  business, 
all  that  is  left  to  the  deceased.  Now,  if  what  the 
under  gardener  states  be  correctly  true,  ''  that  in 
ten  minutes  after  the  gentlemen  were  gone  he  saw 
the  deceased  crying,  muttering  to  himself,  and 
shaking  his  hands  backwards  and  forwards,  and 
tiiat  he  seemed  very  much  distressed;"  or  what 
Peebles  says, — ''that  in  the  evening  he  saw  the 
deceased  at  the  door  of  the  hot-house  in  the*  gar- 
den which  he  opened,  and  asked  him  if  be  wanted 
any  thing,  for  he  appeared  to  be  looking  about  him 
rather  oddly,  and  did  not  speak  to  him;  but  came 
into  tbe  hot-house,  and  put  his  hands  together  as 
if  in  distress,  and  said,  oh,  that  man,  that  roan  ! 
almost  crying  at  the  time,  and  appearing  to  be 
very  mucii  disturbed/'     If  this  be  true,  it  is  of 
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very  little  weight  as  to  tjie  validity  of  the  instra-       1818. 
ment  which  was  thus  executed.    The  exertion'and       y^^^ 
anxiety  of  going  through  such  a  transaction  as  this, 
after  the  former  failure,  would  be  likely  to  leave 
him  in  a  very  nervous  state,  and  the  irritation  he    Harrison. 
felt  at  what  he  considered  (I  am  not  saying  rightly 
or  wrongly)  the  ingratitude  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Har- 
rison was  very  likely  to  lead  him  to  give  loose 
to  these  expressions,  and  to  make  this  exclama- 
tion ;  but   Mr.  Wells  says,  "  on  subsequent  oc- 
casions he  recogmzed  the  act,  that  while  he  wa^ 
walking  in   Shawfield  Garden,   the  deceased  ex- 
pressed his  satisfaction  that  that  house' arid  4ho6e 
premises  would  come  to  Mr.  ;Rinleside.    He'b'e-: 
lievesthat  the  decesised  fi^eqiiently  expressed  him- 
self to  the  same  effect ;  and  that  from  the  time  of 
the  execution  be  was  generall]^.  as  bappy  and  com- 
fortable as  he  had  bfefOre'  been :  disquieted  aiid> 
wretched." 

The  deceased  lived  nearly  two  years  afterwards 
in  the  mariageriient  of  His^own  concerns,  keeping 
his  own  accounts  occasionally/  and  writing  letters, 
receiving  and  conversing  with  his  friends,  and 
playing  his  rubbers  at  whist  with  them 'aiai  ^wf0( 
as  ever.  •      ?     -     * 

Upon  the  whole  then  of  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  I  must  proceed  to  pronounce  for  the  va- 
lidity of  these  codicik,  and  which  I  pronounce 
with  a  firm  moral  conviction  on  my  mind,  that  the 
Court  will  be  giving  effect  to  the  wishes  and  inten*' 
tions  of  a  capable  testator. 
'  There  is  one  point  however  that  still  remains, 
which  has  been  a  good  deal  pressed  in  argument. 
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and  uponivhich  alone  I  hare  entertained  consider- 
able doubts;  and  upon  that  point  I  confess  I 
have  entertained  considerable  doubts. — ^It  is  the 
question  of  costs. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  repress  vexatiout 
litigation  as  well  as  malicious  chaises ;  and  if  sa- 
tisfied that  those  grounds  for  costs  exist  in  this 
case,  the  Court  will  be  bound  not  to  shrink  from 
the  discbarge  of  its  duty.  Mr*  Benjamin  Harrisoa 
was  irritated  at  those  imputations  that  had  been 
made  against  him  in  respect  to  Mr.  Malin's  af- 
fairs ;  he  was  perhaps  disappointed  at  the  revoca- 
tion of  the  benefits  intended  him  under  the  will ;  his 
mind  was  therefore  prepared  to  receive,  and,  I  do 
think,  that  he  has  lent  rather  too  ready  an  ear  to 
stories  brought  to  him  of  the  deceased's  incapacity^ 
of  false  and  fraudulent  excitements,  and  of  ini- 
quitous proceedings.  Bat  though  he  was  incau- 
tious in  allowing  himself  to  give  way  to  such  6us« 
picions,  yet  it  must  be  recollected  that  these  trans- 
actions took  place  after  he  bad  left  Widmore, 
and  as  the  law  terms  it,  '^  behind  his  back ;"  and 
it  must  more  especially  be  recollected,  that  upon 
three  different  interviews  a  most  respectable  sidi- 
citor,  the  confidential  solicitor  of  the  deceased,  was 
of  opinion  that  the  deceased  was  not  at  those 
times  possessed  of  a  testamentary  capacity ;  and 
when  it  is  still  further  recollected  that  it  is  through 
the  agency  of  the  person  benefited  that  the^  instra* 
ment  is  drawn  up,  by  his  own  solicitor,  who  had 
not  access  to  the  deceased  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
the  instructions :— Under  all  these  circumstances 
it  is  rather  too  much,  I  think,  for  the  Court  to 
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conclade  that  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  may  not  i^is- 
sincerely  have  belieYed  the  truUi  of  the  case  which  j^^^^^^ 
he  set  up  in  his  allegation. 

It  was  pressed  upon  the  Court  that  the  line  of 
argument  assumed  by  coui|iel  rather  tended  to  shew  Harhisok. 
a  continuance  of  that  same  sort  of  feeling  on  the 
part  of  Mr.  Benjamin  Harrison  ;  this^  I  must  say, 
would  be  a  very  dangerous  ground  for  costs.  The 
interests  of  justice  are  involved  in  the  free  dis- 
cussion of  cases  at  the  bar ;  this  would  be  much 
checked  if  such  a  circumstance  were  made  the 
foundation  of  costs.  The  Court  highly  applauds 
and  strongly  recommends  the  observance  of  a  li- 
beral and  honourable  forbearance,  even  towards 
adverse  parties,  and  still  more  towards  respectable 
witnesses  who  may  be  under  the  necessity,  and 
as  matter  of  duty  are  bound  to  give  evidence ;  but 
the  Court  can  at  the  same  time  with  truth  and 
great  satisfaction  declare,  that  in  no  tribunal  is 
that  liberal  forbearance  more  attended  to  than  in 
these  Courts  ;  it  is  due  to  the  learned  advocates  in 
this  case,  more  particularly  pointed  at,  to  say,  that 
the  attack  did  not  alppear  to  be  wantonly  made, 
nor  were  the  observations  pushed  beyond  the  fair 
limits  of  free  discussion.  The  pressure  of  the  case 
required  them  to  endeavour  to  take  oflF  the  effect 
and  weight  of  the  evidence  of  this  witness,  in  order 
to  set  up  the  credit  of  that  witness  on  whom  the 
Court  has  repeatedly  declared  it  cannot  place  any 
reliance ;  and  this  gentleman  himself,  1  am  sure,  is 
too  liberal  and  enlightened  to  feel  permanently  hurt 
at  any  thing  which  took  place  in  the  cause.  At 
all  events  it  is  my  duly  to  repeat,  there  is  nothing 
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Emut  *"  ^y  jwdgro^nt  which  attaches  any  sort  of  dis- 
Term.  honourable  reflection  upon  his  character  or  con- 
duct in  these  transactions,  or  upon  the  perfect  in- 
tegrity with*  which  he  has  given  evidence  in  the 
Hahewok.  canse ;  but  taking  all  the  circumstances  together 
into  my  consideration/  I  do  not  think  this  is  a  case 
in  which  I  am  called  upon  to  give  costs. 
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Denny  v.-  Barton  and  Rasbleigh. 

William  Harris  of  New  Aire«ford,  in  a  iett«  «(»• 

Hampshire^  died  in  May^  18 17^  possessed  of  about  codicil  to  a 
24^00(M.  personal  property^  leaving  a  will  dated  ^b6«iueaUo 
ISth  of  March,  1812,  and  a  codicil  of  the  g6th  ^^^^: 
of  October,  1815. — Probate  of  both  these  instra- 
ments  was  granted  in  common  form  in  July,  1817, 
to  Charles  Barton  and  Jonathan  Rashleigh,  two  of 
the  executors  named  in  them* 

A  second  codicil  was  now  propounded  in  an  al- 
legation by  Louisa  Denny,  a  natural  daughter  of 
the  deceased!— the  codicil  was  in  the  shape  of  a 
letter  dated  in  June,  1808,  and  addressed  and 
endorsed  as  follows : — ''  To  Joseph  Leacock,  Esq. 
not  to  he  opened  until  after  the  death  of  WtUiam 
Harris,  Esq.*'  Joseph  Leacock  was  a  nephew 
of  the  deceased's,  and  the  residuary  legatee  aqd 
one  of  the  executors  under  the  will  which  had 
been  proved ;  but  he  was  in  the  West  Indies 
at  the  time  of  his  uncle's  death ; — and  had  died 
before  he  had  arrived  in  England — in  the  will 
there  was  a  clause  revocatory  of  all  former  wills. 

The  letter  was  as  follows  : — 

^'  My  dear  Joe. — I  find  I  am  not  long  for  this 
world ;  and  shall,  therefore,  disclose  to  you  a  secret 
which  is  known  to  very  few,  though  Mrs.  Harris 
is  acquainted  with  it.    I  have  a  natural  daughter. 
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iBiB.      by  the  name  of  Louisa  Denny^  who  is  now  a  teacher 
Term.      ^^  ^  lady's  boarding  school^  at  Hampstead :  the  name 


Denny 


of  the  goTerness  who  keeps  the  school  is  Scriven. 
I  have  bred  up  this  girl  with  care  and  attention^  and 
Bahtok.  have  given  her  a  good  education.  I  have  not  men- 
tioned her  in  my  will^  because  the  world  should 
not. know  of  my  indiscretion  ;  but  I  desire  you  (to 
whom  I  have  lejft  all  my  property)  to  pay  within 
six  months  after  my  decease^  to  this  young  lady^ 
one  thousand  pounds  sterlings  or  allow  ber  an  an- 
nuity of  fifty  pounds  per  annum^  from  the  day  of  my 
death.  I  further  desire  you  will  pay  to  her  mother^ 
whose  name  is  Sarah  Whitear^  living  in  East  street^ 
in  the  town  of  Ahresford^  with  her  mother  as  a 
mantua-maker^  an  annuity  of  twenty-five  pounds 
per  aiinum^  from  the  day  of  my  decease^  in  quar- 
terly payments.  I  have  always  found  you  to  be  a 
good  lad ;  and  I  trusty  as  a  man  of  honour,  you 
will  attend  and  follow  the  directions  I  have  here 
given  you^  in  (he  same  manner  as  though  contained 
in  my  will.  My  friend^  Captain  Sealy^  who  lives  at 
No.  19^  Guildford  street,  will  give  you  further  in- 
formation respecting  Louisa.  God  bless  you,  my 
dear  Joe.  I  am  your  sincere  friend  and  affectionate 
uncle,  WILLIAM  HARRIS. 

''  P.  S. — I  have  a  little  money  in  the  three  per 
cent  consolidated  funds  which  will  enable  you  to 
discharge  the  above  legacy  and  annuity. 

June,  1808.'' 

PhUlimore  and  Dods&n  in  oppo9itian  to  the  co- 
dkil. 

Swahey  and  iMshmgton  in  stfpport  of  it. 
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Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nicholl. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  this  case.— The  codicil  is  in 
the  form  of  a  letter :  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
deceased  intended  it  to  be  a  confidential  tnist  to 
his  nephew  not  to  be  communicated  till  after  his 
tleath. — It  was  intended  to  operate  independently 
of  his  will.  I  should  not  consider  it  irrevocable  ; 
but  I  think  a  will  with  a  common  revocatory  clause 
would  not  revoke  this  paper. — There  have  been  a 
variety  of  instances  in  which  papers  of  this  sort 
have  been  admitted  to  probate. — It  was  found  uncan- 
celled and  unrevoked ;  and  it  has  only  been  in  con- 
sequence of  the  nephew's  death  that  it  has  been 
necessary  to  bring  it  before  the  Court. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  can  operate ;  and 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  revoked^  notwith- 
standing the  revocatory  clause  in  the  will ;  and, 
therefore  J  I  admit  the  allegation. 
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Abbott  v.  Abbott. 


Where  there 
has  been  an 
administrap 
tton  pendente 
minore  aetate, 
ahd  the  minor 
coming  of  age 
takes  upon 
herself  the 
administra- 
tion, she 
is  obliged  to 
giro  security 
to  the  same 
amount  that 
the  adminis- 
^trator  did  in 
theiirst  in- 
stance* 


Judgment. 

Sir  John  Nichoi^. 

This  is  a  point  of  some  importance  both  with 
respect  to  our  practice  and  to  the  public.  Richard 
Abbott  died  in  February,  1816.  On  the  30th  of 
March,  1816,  his  widow  took  out  administration 
in  the  ordinary  course,  stating  the  effects  to  be  un- 
der bfifXH..    She  and  her  father  were  securities. — 

a 

Several  actions  were  brought  by  creditors  against 

her,  and  verdicts  obtained On  the  22nd  of  Aj>ril, 

1817,  she  brings  in  the  administration,  declaring  she 
was  a  minor  when  it  was  granted,  and  that  she  stiU 
continues  a  minor ;  and  her  father  takes  it  out  dur- 
ing her  minority  for  her  use  and  benefit,  swearing 
the  property  to  be  under  3,000/.  How  this  could  be 
I  cannot  understand  :  but  the  widow  comes  of  age, 
and  a  citation  is  taken  out  against  her  by  a  cr^di- 
ior ;  and  she  is  called  upon  to  exhibit  inventories. 
Inventories  are  exhibited  which  make  the  property 
about  5,1002.  The  widow  now  prays  administra- 
tion, taking  the  oath  that  the  effects  are  under  100/. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  the  amount  of  goods  at  pre- 
sent'does  not  affect  the  stamp  duties ; — ^by  the  last 
act  of  parliament  the  second  administration  is  taken 


PRXBOGlkTITB  COURT  OF  CANTBRBURV. 


ft79 


on  the  same  stamp  with  the  first ;  therefore^  this 
is  so  far  immaterial  to  the  parties. 

It  is  objected  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Abbott  that  the 
security  is  not  sufScient  in  lOOZ.;  that  in  effect  it  is 
the  continuation  of  the  same  administration. — In 
ordinary  cases  there  is  no  priority  between  two  ad- 
ministrators.-^In  the  case  of  a  temporary  adminis- 
tration the  first  administrator  is  the  representative 
of  the  regular  administrator;  he  is  only  his  attorney 
and  agent :  the  bond  then  must  be  in  a  different 
form  from  that  in  which  the  administratrix  comes 
in  her  own  right  to  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
deceaseds 

It  is  alleged  that  the  widow  could  not  now  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  other  who  may  be  termed 
the  temporary  administrator.  She  takes  it  on  the 
original  stamp  ;  and  the  only  question  is  one  of  se- 
curity whether  she  should  not  take  it  to  the  whole 
amount.  The  administrator  may  not  have  adminis- 
tered rightly ; — and  how  are  the  creditors  to  call 
him  to  account^  or  he  them  through  her  ?  The  cre- 
ditors are  primarily  interested  in  the  bond ;  they 
are  to  be  paid  before  legatees  or  next  of  kin ;  it  is 
of  high  importance  to  them  that  the  security  should 
be  good  and  ample. 

On  the  part  of  the  widow  it  is  alleged  that  the 
deceased  was  a  tavern  keeper ;  that  he  left  property 
to  the  amount  of  5^000/.^  and  debts  to  the  amount 
of  16^000^;  that  all  the  effects  were  duly  adminis- 
tered by  her  and  her  father  respectively^  except 
£50.  2s.  llcf.;  and  she  prays  administration  under 
1002.  She  and  her  father  I  have  on  doubt  under- 
stand each  other  well  as  to  this  insolvent  estate. 

2p2 
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Lord  Mansfield  said  {a),  *'  that  no  next  of  kin 
ever  struggled  for  the  administration  of  an  insol- 
vent estate  with  an  honest  view." 

Perhaps  we  might  apply  the  words  of  Lord 
Mansfield  to  the  present  case: — when  the  pro- 
perty amonnts  to  5^000/.,  and  the  debts  to  16j000f.^ 
why  is  this  widow  so  anxious  for  the  administra- 
tion P  What  purpose  she  can  have  I  know  not ; 
she  can  hardly  have  an  honest  purpose.  The  Court 
cannot  investigate  these  accounts;  cannot  say  whe- 
ther she  has  given  an  improper  preference ;  cannot 
examine  whether  they  are  fraudulent  or  fair. — 
What  is  the  Court  to  do  ? — the  practice  I  understand 
\iAs  varied^  and  the  question  only  is  as  to  the  secu- 
rity. I  can  see  no  reason  why^  if  the  widow  is  so 
anxious  about  the  administration^  she  should  not 
renew  the  securities :  the  terms  of  the  bond  are  well 
and  truly  to  administer.  And  this  being  the  nature 
of  the  bond^ — can  the  Court  take  a  less  security 
than  for  the  whole  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
deceased  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Instead  of  al- 
lowing the  administration  to  go  to  a  creditor^  she 
and  her  father  are  trying^  by  every  possible  means, 
to  get  the  administration  into  their  own  hands. 
The  Court  is  bound  to  go  as  far  as  it  can  to  afford 
protection  to  all  who  may  be  interested  ;  the  cre- 
ditors must  be  primarily  concerned.  Let  the  point, 
however,  stand  over  to  ascertain  whether  there  it 
any  established  practice  to  prevent  what  I  incline 
to  do,  that  is,  to  make  her  find  security  to  the 
full  value. 


(a)  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Housei  Cowper  14iSi. 


PREROGATIVE  COVItT  OF  CiNUEBURY. 

If  any  new  circumstances  should  occur  either 
to  the  counsel  or  the  practitioner,  I  shall  be  happy 
to  receive  any  communications  from  them. 
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The  Court  took  time  to  deliberate. 


The  Court  decreed  the  administration  to  Mrs.      June  3. 
Abbott  on  her  giving  security  in  6,000/.^  an4  the 
BUreties  justifying. 
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An  Appeal  Jram  the  Consistortf  Court  of  IJMidaffl 


Morgan  v.  Hopkins. 


to^^ro^*  I^HIS  was  a  suit  for  subtraction  of  tithes,  brougliC 
noancedin     oriirinally  by  David  Hopkins,   the  lessee  of  the 

contempt  at  ^         j       j  r         ^ 

the  same  time  tithes  of  the  parish  of  St.  Lythans,  in  the  county 
swenmheid  ^^  Glamorgan,  against  Moi^n  Morgan,  for  the 
to^insuiii-   gubtraction  of  tithes.     A  libel  having  been  brought 

in,  and  a  negative  issue  given  to  it,  the  answers  of 
the  defendant  were  taken,  these  answers  were  ob- 
jected to  because  they  set  forth  a  modus  for  the  farm^ 
but  did  not  state  the  amount  of  it ;  and  a  decree 
was  made  for  further  answers.  The  Court  assigned 
Hopkins  to  specify  his  objections  to  the  answers ; 
the  objections  were  stated  in  a  responsive  allega- 
tion. Further  answers  were  brought  in,  in  which 
the  defendant  admitted  that  h^  had  iH>t  set  forth 
the  articles  for  which  the  modus  was  payable,  nor 
the  tim^  at  which  it  was  due,  but  that  he  had  an- 
swered to  the  libel  as  far  as  he  was  required  by 
law. 

The  proctor  for  the  party  promoting  the  suit 
prayed  the  Court  to  pronounce  the  answers  insuf- 
ficient, because  they  had  not  fully  set  forth  the 
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modus ;  and  that  they  might  be  rejected^  and  the 
defendant  pronpunced  contamacious  for  not  giving 
sufficient  answers  as  decreed ;  and  in  conformity 
with  this  prayer^  the  Court  pronounced  the  an- 
swers insufficient,  and  the  party  contumacious  and 
in  contempt. 

From  this  sentence  the  appeal  was  interposed. 

Jenner  and  PhilHmore  far  the  oppellanL 

Swabey  in  support  of  the  sentence  of  the  Court 
below. 

Whether  the 'Court  below  was  right  in  the  latter 
part  of  its  sentence,  is  for  the  judgment  of  this 
Court :  but  the  answers  are  certainly  insufficient. 
The  object  of  answers  is  tp  relieve  the  party  from 
the  necessity  of  proof:  they  should  therefore  clearly 
set  forth  the  amount  and  value  of  the  tithes/  that 
the  party  may  know  what  is  demanded. 

Judgment; 

Sir  Jqhn  Nicholl. 

In  considering  the  proceedings  of  the  inferior 
jurisdictions  this  Court  endeavours  to  look  to  the 
justice  of  the  case^  and  is  not  strict  as  to  the  pro- 
ceedings. But  there  are  some  irregularities^  such  as 
appear  in  this  case^  which  the  Court  cannot  over- 
look. Irregularities  exist  in  many  of  the  inferior 
Courts :  but  they  are  conspicuous  in  the  Court 
from  which  this  appeal  is  brought ;  there  the  pro- 
ceedings are  not  carried  on  upon  the  same  princi* 
pies  which  guide  us  in  Doctors'  Commons. 

The  libel  and  schedule  are  regular  and  correct 
in  point  of  form — the  libel  pleads  the  right  to 
tithes— the  schedule  sets  forth  the  tithable  matter — 
the  answers  state  that  there  is  an  exception  on 
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account  of  a  modus  for  some  parts  of  the  farm^  and 
on  account  of  a  composition  for  others ;  and  then 
state  the  value  of  each  article^  and  the  quan- 
tity.—The  error  in  the  Court  below  arises  from  a 
perfect  confusion  between  the  answers  and  the 
plea.  The  answers  are  taken  from  the  party  pro« 
ceeded  against  to  save  the  expense  of  witnesses  : 
in  many  cases^  especially  in  tithe  cases^  the  facts 
are  exclusively  within  his  knowledge — there  can 
be  no  other  mode  of  proof — if  the  defendant  has 
not  answered  to  the  quantity  and  the  value^  the 
answers  are  defective^  and  he  cannot  screen  himself 
under  the  suggestion  of  a  modus — this  modus  is  no 
excuse  for  not  setting  forth  the  quantity  and  the 
value. 

This  is  the  great  mistake  in  these  proceedings-^ 
the  whole  nature  of  the  answers  is  mistaken — ^the 
answers  should  not  have  been  objected  to ;  they 
are  quite  full.  The  Court  would  have  been  bound 
to  have  decided  on  these  answers^  if  they  had  not 
gone  on  to  state  a  modus.  The  answers  are  good 
against  the  party :  but  could  not  be  good  to  estab- 
lish by  them  a  modus  which  has  now  been  pleaded. 
— The  error  is,  they  have  mistaken  the  answers  for 
the  plea,  and  examined  upon  them — great  confu- 
sion of  Ecclesiastical  Proceedings  in  the  coun- 
try arises  from  solicitors  acting  as  proctors,  and 
knowing  nothing  of  the  ecclesiastical  law :  when 
they  come  before  the  Superior  Court,  they  must 
be  set  right,  and  not  allowed  to  proceed.  This 
point  being  brought  to  the  view  of  the  Court,  on 
an  appeal,  I  must  notice  it.  If  the  cause  had  gone 
on,  and  come  to  a  hearing  on  the  merits^  I  should 
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not  have  turned  the  party  round  upon  this  irregu- 
larity^ but  have  endeavoured  to  get  at  the  justice 
of  the  case :  but^  coming  before  me  on  t)iis  pointy  I 
cannot  assimilate  our  practice  to  that  which  is 
clearly  faulty.  The  objection  would  be  good 
against  an  allegation  ;  and  the  Court  would  reject  it 
for  the  reasons  stated.  It  is  objected  that  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  admit  them  in  order  that  the  party  may 
traverse: — ^but  how  is  it  possible  to  traverse  an- 
swers ?  The  assignation  is  for  further  answers : 
but  this  appears  to  have  been  waived^  for  there  is  a 
subsequent  assignation  upon  him  to  state  his  ob- 
jections in  writing — ^the  mode  in  which  this  has 
been  done^  is  by  an  allegation^  which  is  extraordi- 
nary. I  believe  the  ancient  practice  was  to  give 
acts  on  petition  exceptive  to  answers^  but  never  an 
allegation.  A  decree  in  this  case  was  made  for 
answers^  which  were  given; — they  were  objected 
to^  and  an  assignation  was  made  to  hear  on  them 
The  Court  decreed  these  in  this  instance  to  be  in- 
sufficient ;  and  at  once  pronounced  the  party  to  be 
in  contumacy  and  contempt^  and  decreed  him  to  be 
signified — ^this  is  a  strange  proceeding.  I  should 
like  the  counsel  to  have  stated  where  is  the  con- 
tempt. It  is  impossible  for  a  moment  to  consider 
these  proceedings  as  such  as  can  be  affirmed  aiid 
justified. 

I  have  no  doubt  in  pronouncing  for  the  appeal : 
my  only  difficulty  is  as  to  costs.  The  error  seems 
to  have  arisen  from  the  course  of  proceedings  in  the 
Court  below.  If  all  these  suits  for  small  tithes  are 
to  be  sent  here  by  letters  of  request^  it  will  be  bur- 
thensome  to  this  Courts  and  burthensome  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  diocese. 
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1  shall  reserve  the  question  of  costs  tilt  the  de- 
cision of  the  cause;  when  I  shall  be  able  to  aseen- 
tain  \fvhich  n  the  litigious  party. 

I  shatt  pronounce  for  the  appeal^  reverse  the 
sentence^  and  retain  the  principal  cause. 
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A. 

ACQUIESCENCE  IN  ADULTERY 

on  the  part  of  a  wife.  156 
ADMINISTRATION 

girBDy  preferably  to  a  person  in  the  habits  of  business,  100 
to  one  of  the  next  of  kin,  who  unites  a  majority  of  interests,  116 
not  always  to  the  person  who  has  the  majority  of  bterests^  ii 
to  the  widow,  S84 

person  who  has  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  propei|y,  348 
representatiTO  of  a  substituted  interest  in  preference  to  the  re- 
presentatite  of  a  person  who  had  only  a  life  interest^  348 
to  a  residuanr  legatee  in  preference  to  a  next  6f  kin,  377 
the  next  of  kin  in  preference  to  the  widow,  317 
a  residuary  legatee  in  preference  to  a  legatee,  317 
not  granted  from  the  residuary  l^tee  to  a  nominee  where  the  parties 

cannot  agree,  319 
refused  to  the  husband  of  a  woman  imbecile  at  the  time  of  the  solemnis« 

ation  of  the  marriage,  03 
joint  never  forced  by  the  Court,  33,  66 
to  the  wife,  a  cItII  right  of  the  husfcfand,  10 
'    cannot  be  obtained  by  a  next  of  kin  to  the  exclusion  of  the  husband  or 

the  wife,  17 
duty  of  a  next  of  kin  to  take  out,  439 
pritMifade  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin,  376 

with  will  annexed,  gif  en  to  the  representatives  of  the  husband^  if  he 

and  his  wife  perish  by  the  same  calamity,  380 
of  an  insolvent  estate  never  struggled  for  by  a  next  of  kin  with  an 

honest  purpose^  680 
l)ond,  terms  of,  680 
ADMINISTRATORS 

obliged  to  join  in  every  act,  69 

to  take  out  the  grant  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  they  expect  to  receive,  39 
ADMINISTRATRIX 

bound  to  give  security  to  the  same  amount  as  the  person  had  given 

who  had  administered  during  her  minority^  680 
ADULTERY 

proved  against  a  wife,  13,  136, 103 
profed  against  a  husband,  97,  313 
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ADULTERY— con/ffititfd^ 

may  be  of  a  nature  to  include  craeltj,  67 
a  profligate  case  of,  97 
forgiTen,  no  ground  of  diTorce.  411 
ADVOCATE, 

the  signature  of,  to  an  inhibition  directed  by  the  96th  Canon.  437 
AFFIDAVIT 

of  a  husband  admitted  to  explain  the  delay  which  had  taken  place  in  a 

matrimonial  suit,  169 
AGENCY 

of  a  person  benefited  under  a  testamentary  paper  excites  the  jealousy  of 

the  Court,  324,  65» 
AUMONY, 

discretionary  with  the  Court,  41 
giren,  110 

distinction  between  permanent  ulimopy  and  alimony  pending  suit,  43, 

109 
permanent,  a  moiety  of  the  property  giren,  40, 336 . 
decreed  from  the  date  of  the  sentence,  48 
deduction  for  the  maintenanoe  of  children,  100 
pending  suit,  152 
ALLEGATION 

responsiTa,  in  a  suit  for  dilapidations,  tu  5 

church  rate,  375 
nullity  of  marriage^  12 
und  answers,  a  cause  heard  upon,  h.  W6^  339 
propounding  an  imperfect  paper,  37, 177 
admitted  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  126 

pleading  certain  sums  to  have  been  receiTed  by  an  executor  which  he 

omitted  in  an  inventory,  180 
used  in  objection  to  an  inventory  to  extract  a  specific  answer,  189 
propounding  a  nuncnpatire  will,  rejected  by  Sir  George  Lee,  197 

instructions  for  a  will  not  committed  to  writing  during  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator,  admitted  to  proof,  351 
exceptive,  must  shew  that  witnesses  have  wilfully  sworn  falsely,  147 

seldom  produces  evidence  on  which  Court  can  rely  for 

the  decision  of  a  cause,  151 
received  with  great  jealousy  by  the  Court,  146 
admitted,  151 
ANSWERS 

in  a  tithe  cause  must  set  forth  the  deductions  claimed,  390 
witnesses  eiamined  upon,  394 
the  Court  at  liberty  to  look  into,  169 

if  not  read,  to  be  presumed  unfavourable  to  the  party  calling  for  them,  383 
may  save  the  necessity  of  taking  evidence,  385 
cause  heard  upon,  n.  266,  339,  582 
nature  of,  mistaken,  584 
APPEAL 

right  of,  sacred,  436 

to  be  exhibited  to  the  judge  ad  quem^  445 

Court  of,  must  endeavour  to  put  parties  in  the  same^  situation  in  which 
they  would  have  been,  if  the  Court  below  had  acted  right,  400 
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ARTICLE, 

mdditionaL  to  a  libel  in  a  cause  «f  nullity  of  marriaffe  rejected,  S81 
ATTORNEY, 

ivhether  a  party  serring  for  another  is  bound  to  produce  his  letter  of 

attorney,  5 

power  of,  not  required  to  be  strictly  pleaded,  5 

directed  to  be  produced,  7 


B. 

BANNS, 

untrue  Christian  name  used  in  the  publication  of,  14, 10^  ^9, 067 
publication  of,  not  to  be  impugned  after  the  marriage  on  account  of 

non-residence  in  the  parish,  14,  104 
supersedes  the  necessity  of  parental  consent,  039 
object  of,  to  make  known  that  a  marriage  is  about  to  take  place  be- 
tween the  individual  parties,  240 
in  the  publication  of,  the  insertion  of  a  false  name  may  mislead  as  much 

as  the  omission  of  a  true  name,  260 
published  in  the  church  of  an  adjoining  parish,  the  parish  church  being 

under  repair,  087 
ifi  eztra-parochial  places  published  in  the  adjoining  church  or  chapel,  091 
publication  of,  dispensed  with  in  Denmark,  by  a  licence  from  the  so- 

Toreign,  333 
undnlr  published,  365 
BISHOP 

cannot  conseciate  a  chapel,  pr  authorize  a  person  to  preach  in  it,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  incumbent  of  the  living.  365 
BRAWLING 

the  punishment  of,  093 
BULLER,  JUSTICE 

dictum  of,  fi.  077 


c. 

CANCEHJkTION 

of  a  will,  cancels  a  duplicate,  03 

primA  facte  to  be  presumed  done  ardmo  canceUandij  04 
CANONS 

cited,  n.  437,  fi.  440 
CAPACITY 

the  criteria  of,  449 

established,  574 
•     evidence  respecting,  frequently  contradictory,  456 

fluctuating,  469 

acts  the  best  eridence  of,  459 
CAVEAT 

entered,  against  the  issue  of  an  inhibition  from  the  Court  of  Appeal,  430 
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CAVEAT— caniinued. 

against  tKe  grant  of  an  administnliMi,  315 
warned.  439 
CHAPEL 

cannot  be  consecrated  wUhoatconsentof  incumbent  of  the  parish^  iOl 

diocesan.  202 
CHIEFS 

of  the  parish^  smnmoned  to  meet  in  vestry,  378 
who  to  be  considered  as  such,  386 
CONCLUSION     . 

of  a  cause  rescinded  to  enable  a  husband  to  explain  the  delay  which 

had  taken  place  in  a  matrimonial  suit,  168 
CODICIL 

Tirtually  revoked,  by  a  codicil  of  a  subsequent  date,  416,  427 
prepared  by  the  agency  of  the  party  benefited  under  it^  552 
established,  though  prior  in  date  to  the  will,  577 
COMMISSION 

to  take  affidaTits,  informaUy  executed,  241 
COMMITTEE 

of  a  lunatic,  may  institute  a  suit  for  adultery  against  the  wife  of  a 

lunatic,  160 
for  this  purpose  not  necessary  to  resort  to  authority  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, 159 
CONDITIONS 

not  favoured  by  law  where  they  are  to  prevent  persons  from  asserting 

their  legal  rights,  315 
CONDONATION 

of  adultery,  a  bar  to  a  sentence  of  divorce,  411 
presumed,  155,  156,  412,  415 
«  taken  off,  1 60 
may  be  given  by  a  lunatic  when  he  recovers  his  senses  for 
adultery  committed  during  his  insanity,  160 
CONSENT 

of  the  very  essence  of  marriage,  70 

want  of,  in  the  sense  required  by  the  marriage  act,'  proved,  331 
to  a  marriage  may  be  given-  without  personal  acquaintance  with  the 

party  applying  for  it,  283 
of  a  guardian  appointed  by  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  essential  to 

the  marriage  of  an  illegitimate  minor,  328,  n.  329 
CONTUMACY 
what,  435 
of  two  sorts,  438 
purged  by  appearance,  488 
COSTS, 

given,  91,  108,  234,  260,  340,  362,  388,  429 

In  part,  39 
directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased,  37 
refused,  496,  573 

given  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  for  the  expences  of  the  appeal,  but  not 

those  of  the  inferior  Court,  401 
difficulty  respecting,  572 
question  of,  reserved  till  the  final  decision  of  the  cause,  586 
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CREDITOR 

usually  preferred  as  a  seqnestrmtor,  n.  6« 

of  a  person  deceased,  entitled  to  a  statement  of  the  effects  from  the 

executor,  189 
•allowed  his  costs,  for  taking  out  an  administration  which  was  subse- 
quently called  in  by  the  next  of  kin,  4^9 
interests  of,  to  be  considered  in  preference  to  those  of  legatees  or  next 

of  kin  where  an  estate  is  insolTont,  579 
CRUELTY, 

not  necessary  to  be  proved,  when  charged  together  with  adultery,  67 
of  the  husband,  established.  111,  212 
notproTod,  144 

legal,  such  as  will  endanger  the  life  or  health  of  a  person,  132 
suit  for  separation  by  reason  of,  may  be  brought  by  the  husband,  132 
«URATES, 

none  to  be,  but  such  as  are  allowed  by  bishops,  n.  204 
CUSTOM  OF  THE  REALM 

will  compel  an  incumbent  who  resigns  a  benefice  to  pay  his  successor 

as  much  money  as  may  be  sufficient  for  repairs,  3 


D. 

DEBTS, 

whether  to  be  preferred  to  dilapidations,  3 
DECREES 

of  a  novel  kind,  not  to  be  issued  unless  the  Court  is  apprised  of  ttiem,  18 
to  see  proceedhigs  vUt  el  modii^  431 
DECLARATIONS 

in  coofersation,  very  different  from  admissions  in  answers  upon  oath, 

284 
DEFAMATION 

must  be  proved  by  two  witnesses,  106 

in  suit  of,  not  necessary  that  the  witness  should  speak  to  the  same  words 

in  the  same  terms,  107 
esUblbhed,  108 
DELAY 

in  the  proceedings  in  a  matrimonial  suit  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  suf- 
ficient ground  for  dismissing  the  husband,  155 
in  a  matrimonial  cause,  must  be,  accounted  for,  163 
on  the  part  of  the  husband,  explained  by  affidavit,  168 
DESIGNATIONS 
of  witnesses,'  394 

a  dangerous  and  irregular  practice,  395 
Of  ideoce  taken  on  them,  little  better  than  evidence  on  ex 

jiorto  aflidavits,  395 
DILAPIDATIONS, 

suits  for,  most  properly  brought  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  n.  3 
prohibition  granted  in  a  cause  of,  if  they  have  already  been  recovered 

in  the  Temporal  Courts  in  the  same  cause,  n*  4 


5»  INDEX. 

DILAPIDATIONS— con/iniieJ. 

a  sequestrator  liable  for,  n,  6, 7 
mVORCE,  ^  . 

no  sentence  of,  to  be  giTen  upon  the  sole  confe9sion  of  the  parties, 

n.  166 

in  all  proceedings  of,  good  circnmspection  to  be  used,  n.  166 


E. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT 

cannot  decide  on  the  strict  question  of  a  right  of  way,  398 

a  question,  how  far  it  could  try  such  a  right  collaterally,  399 
ENTRY 

in  a  Connily  bible  proved,  341 
EQUITY, 

a  rule  of,  that  no  man  can  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong,  ^36 

EVIDENCE, 

documentary,  the  weight  of,  523,  524 
EXAMINATIONS, 

one  of  the  longest  taken  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  507 
EXECUTION 

of  a  will  preyented  by  the  act  of  God,  358 
EXECUTORSHIP 

a  beneficial  office,  253  ... 

the  appointment  of,  held  not  to  be  revoked  by  necessary  implication, 

EXECUTRICES 

pronounced  to  be  contumacious,  for  not  bringing  in  an  inventory,  364 

EXPENSES  .. 

of  proceedings  to  establish  a  will,  directed  by  the  court  to  be  paid  out 
.  of  the  testator's  estate,  428 


P. 

FACULTY, 

to  authorize  churchwardens  to  repair  a  church  and  erect  new  pews, 

373 

FAILURE 

of  proof,  350 
FARMER 

may  not  so  stop  up  a  gap  as  to  subject  the  parson  to  unreasonable  in- 
convenience in  carrying  away  his  tithes,  399 

FRAUDS, 

Statute  of,  intended  to  place  extraordinary  checks  on  wills  particularly 

liable  to  fraud,  197 
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<3UARDIAN 

ad  UUm  appointed  by  the  Court  to  a  minor  in  a  cause  of  nallity  of  mar- 
riage, 93 


H. 

HUSBAND, 

entitled  to  an  administration  to  his  wife,  19 

if  he  connlTes  at,  or  aoqniesces  in,  the  adnltery  of  his  wife,  he  is  not 

entitled  to  any  remedy,  130.  403 
may  qoit  his  wife.  If  he  Is  conTinced  of  her  adultery,  130 
and  wife  drowned  at  the  same  time^  261 


I. 

IDIOT, 

•lihe  Issue  of,  formerly  adjudged  to  be  legltlnate,  70 
IDIOTCY  /     J  -6  8  J 

by  the  dvil  law,  a  preylous  impediment  to  marriage,  70 
complete,  rarely  occurs,  70 
IMPORTUNITY 

In  the  legal  acceptation  el  the  word,  must  be  of  a  nature  to  take  away 

free  agency,  551 
IMPOTENCY, 

marriage  annulled  on'account  of,  11 
INCEPTION 

of  a  new  will  which  the  testator  is  prevented,  by  the  act  of  God, 
from  completing  operates  ipro  tciuo  as  the  revocation  of  a  former 

will    35 
INSTRUCTIONS  ' 

esUblished  as  a  will,  323.  355. 358 

when  completed  can  only  be  pro  ianio  revoked  by  an  unfinished  paper, 

51 
where  there  is  a  complete  will,  only  revoke  as  far  as  they  go,  312 
INSTRUMENTS 

are  generally  presumed  to  be  declaratory  of  the  law  of  the  court,  18 
INCUMBENT, 

consent  of,  necessary  before  a  chapel  can  be  consecrated  within  his 

parish,  201 
consent  of,  necessary  before  any  other  clergyman  can  peiform  divine 

service  in  his  parish,  202 
INHIBITION, 

caveat  entered  against,  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  430 

YOL.  II.  2  Q 
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INHIBITION— cii!9irtmi«<f 

not  to  be  granted  without  the  signature  of  an  adTocate,  437.  443 

grant  of,  discretionary  with  the  Court,  440 

not  to  be  granted  till  the  appeal  shall  have  been  exhibited  to  the  judge, 

fi.  441 

before  it  is  granted  the  judge  should  be  informed  of  the  grieTance, 

11.441 

canons  respecting,  437,  440 

in  modern  times  has  issued  almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  443 

refused,  448 
INTENTION 

to  be  collected  from  parole  eridence,  50 
INVENTORY 

objected  to,  37.  189 

must  be  produced  by  administrators,  35 

the  Court  exercises  a  discretion  as  to,  57 

executrices  pronounced  contumacious  for  withholding,  314 
IRREGULARITIES 

in  the  proceedings  of  the  inferior  Courts  how  to  be  dealt  with,  304, 

395, 583 

J. 

JUDGE, 

offiee  of,  cantot  be  promoted  without  Hm  authority  of  the  judge  him- 
self, 300,  204 
JURISDICTION 

of.  Consistory  Court  of  London  contested,  431 
protested  against,  445 

a  party  denying,  cannot  be  allowed  to  appeal  from  a  step  in  the  princi- 
pal cause,  447 

K. 

KIN, 

one  of  the  next  of,  barred  from  calling  In  a  probate  because  he  bad 
been  conusant  of  a  prior  suit  in  which  the  same  question  had  been  in- 

ToWed,  224 
next  of,  has  not  an  indefeasible  right  to  put  an  executor  on  proof  of  a 

will,  ?27.  231,  232 


L. 

LAW  OP  ENGLAND 

requirai  clear  proef  of  a  will  when  the  writer  of  the  instrument  has  a 

beneficial  interest  under  it,  324 
in  foreign  marriages  looks  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriage 

Is  contracted^  333 
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LEGACY 

sued  for  in  the  Court  of  Arcbesy  335 
LEGATEE, 

who  propomids  and  ettablishes  a  will  Is  entitled  to  his  expenees,  323 
the  writer  of  hi9  own  legacy,  339 

i^sldnary,  entitled  to  an  administration  preferably  to  a  mete  legatee, 

318 
LETTER 

established  as  a  codicil,  575 
LIBEL 

admitted  in  a  cause  of  dilapidations,  9 

adultery,  145.  158 
cruelty  and  adultery,  112,  153 
church  fate^  373 
tithes,  388  ^ 

in  a  suit  for  nullity  of  marriage  on  aeeount  of  the  insertion  in  the 

banns  of  att  untrue  Christian  dame, 

14,  102,  238 

may  not  plead  the  ooii-resldenGe  of 

the  parties  In  the  parish  in  which 

they  were  married,  14 

proted  in  a  cause  of  oulHty  of  marriage  by  reason  ef  impeteney)  11 

cruelty  and  adultery,  95 
additional  article  to,  admitted,  281 

in  a  suit  for  rOBtltution  of  eoejugal  rights  may  or  tt«y  tiot  plead  the 
age  ift  the  parties  et  the  time  of  the  marriage^  119 
LICENCB, 

none  to  teaeh  a  school  without^  n.  fM 

of  tlh0;diocesan  must  be  had  before  a  new  chapel  can  be  erected,  202 
must  be  in  writing,  203 
LUNATIC, 

marriage  of  roM,  70 

committeo  of,  asey  institute  proeoedlflgs  In  e  ceuse  of  adultery  against 

the  wife  of  the  lunatic,  153 
committee  of,  not  obliged  to  resort  to  the  authority  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  before  he  institutes  a  suit  for  a  divorce  by  reason  of  adul- 
tery against  the  wife  of  a  lunatic,  159 
must  act  in  all  cases  by  his  guardian,  157 


MANSPIELD,  LORD, 

his  dictum  in  Cubit  o.  Brady,  273 
in  the  Archbishop  of  CSinterbury  v,  Ho«se«  579 
MARRIAGE, 

dissolved  by  an  ordinance  of  the  King  of  Denmark,  332 
validity  of,  determined  by  the  law  of.  the  place  where  it  is  eontracted, 

333 
Danisb,  established,  334 
Sicilian,  established,  433 

2q2 
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MARRIAGE— cofUinued 

by  the  civil  law  no  reyocatioir  of  a  will,  n*  373 
had  on  the  oath  of  the  party  attempting  to  annul  it,  n.  tS3 
annulled  after  sixteen  years'  cohabitation,  285 
on  account  of  mental  imbeciUity,  69 
of  minors  without  consent  of  parents  or  guardians  b  void,  285,  365 
Toid  by  reason  of  a  former  marriage,  322 
of  an  illegitimate  minor  annulled,  327,  n«  328 
incestuous,  annulled,  359 

Toidable,  cannot  be  rendered  Toid  after  the  death  of  either  of  the  par- 
ties, 16 
had  within  the  prohibited  degrees,  18 
of  a  lunatic,  Toid,  70 

in  questions  respecting  the  Validity  .ef,  the  oath  of  a  party  principal, 

not  to  be  admitted  to  supply  a  defect  of  proof,  165- 
in  all  proceedings  to  annul,  good  circumspection  to  be  used,  116 
and  the  birth  of  a  child  a  presumptive  reTocation  of  a  will,  n«  267, 

11.268,  n.  270,  n.  271 
MARRIAGE  ACT, 

if  the  marriage  is  by  lioenoe  does  not  require  a  description  of  the  par- 
ties, 13 
does  not  allow  the  residence  of  the  parties  to  be  inquired  into  after  a 

marriage  has  taken  place,  14 
Tirtually  requires  the  publication  of  banns  to  be  in  the  true  names,  376 
not  applicable  to  the  marriages*  of  Quakers  and  Jews,  285- 
MINISTER  OF  THE  CHURCH  OF  ENGLAND, 

amenable  to  punishment  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  if,  without  the 
leave  of  his  diocesan,  he  performs  diyine  offices  in  a  place  not  con- 
secrated, 206 
MINORITY.    See  Nuixitt  of  Marriaoe« 
MONITION 

granted  by  the  Prerogatiye  Court  against  a  solicitor  to  bring  into  Court 

a  paper  supposed  to  be  of  a  testamentary  nature,  325 


N. 

NAME 

signed,  not  to  finish,  but  to  authenticate,  a  testamentary  paper,  308 
NOTICE, 

what  required  of  a  meeting,  379 

of  the  summons  of  a  Tostry  meeting,  not  usually  entered  in  the  Testry 

book,  383 
not  necessary  to  be  giyen  of  the  specified  purpose  for  which  a  Testry  is 

to  be  called,  384 
NULLITY  OF  MARRIAGE, 

in  cases  of,  the  Court  gives  a  reluctant  consent  to  the  provisions  of  the 

law,  283 
on  account  of  impotency,  11 

on  account  of  fraud  in  the  use  of  a  name,  not  proved,  13 
on  account  of  the  mental  imbecillity  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  69 
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NULLITY  OF  MARRIAGE— conftfttieil 

bj  feasoD  of  minority,  My  280,  3^,  341,  3^43,  347" 
en  account  of  the  insertion  of  an  nntme  Cliristian  name  in  the  pnbll* 
cation  of  banns  between  the  real  Chriitian  name  and  the  eimame, 

14—102 
a  cause  of,  instituted  bj  the  committee  of  a  lunatic,  160 
bj  reason  of  the  undue  publication  of  banns,  288,  395 

a  former  marriage,  321 
in  cases  of,  good  circumspeotion  to  be  used,  «•  166 
question  of,  to  be  disposed  of  in  a  cause,  before  a  qjnestfon  of  adulterj 

is  gone  into,  12 
NUNCUPATIVE  WILLS, 
statute  respecting,  ft.  191 

always  strictly  construed,  196 
not  admitted  to  probate,  unless  persons  aire  called  upon  to  bear  witnesa 

to  the  act,  lAl 


o. 

OATH 

io  defect  of  proof,  not  to  be  admitted  in  marriage  causes,  n*  t65 
suppletory,  not  to  be  admitted  in  marriage  causes,  166 


F. 

PAPER, 

unfinished,  not  established  as  a  codicil,  30 

unexecuted,  admitted  io  probate,  123 

not  written  in  the  presence  of  the  deceased,  or  read  oTOr  to  him,  may 

be  established  as  a  will  356 
PAPERS, 

two,  may  be  taken  together  as  a  will,  36 

established  as  a  will,  51 
three,  admitted  to  probate  as  containing  together  a  w{ll,  48 
PARISHIONERS 

all  bound  to  attend  the  TOstry  meeting  of  their  parbh,  380 
PAROLE  irviDENCB 

admissible  to  impeach  the  validity  of  a  will,  426 
PENANCE 

enjoined  for  an  incestuous  marriage,  363 
form  of,  362 
PENCIL, 

alterations  in,  ^73 

equally  Talid  as  if  made  in  ink,  if  the  deceased  intended 

them  io  hare  effect,  175 
admitted  to  prolmte,  177 
PRACTICE 

the  best  interpreter  of  ancient  laws,  438 
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PRESUMPTION 

that  a  testator  ha»  destroyed  a  will  when  it  was  known  to  hare  been  in 

his  cnstody,  and  it  coald  not  be  fonnd  at  his  death,  24 
ef  a  change  of  intention  to  be  {nferred  from  a  change  ot  circnmstaocee, 

11.275 
against  a  will  in  the  hand-writing  of  a  party  benefited,  324 
of  law  against  an  executed  paper,  repelled,  12S 

against  a  paper  with  an  unwitnessed  attestation  clause,  178 
that  a  man  will  snrriTe  a  woman  when  both  are  shipwrecked  at  the 

same  time,  265)  n.  270 
PRESUMPTIONS 

legal,  may  be  repelled  by  eridence,  25 
PRESUMPTIVE  REVOCATIONS 

may  be  repelled  by  circumstances,  n.  207 

Biridijurky  n.  208 

by  the  law  of  Engfand  not  so  strong  as  the  rttptio  ies* 

iametUL  by  the  Roman  law«  ft.  270 
PROBATE  .  ^ 

refused  of  a  will  not  written  with  a  testamentary  intention,  188 
not  allowed  to  be  called  in  by  one  of  the  neid  of  kin  who  had  been 
conusant  of  the  proceedings  in  a  former  cause  touching  the  Taltdily 

o{  the  same  will,  224 
not  granted  of  a  codicil  executed  and  attested  by  three  witnesses,  06 
pencil  alterations  admitted  tOj  176 

Court  of,  cannot  doToWe  its  functions  on  the  Court  of  Chancery,  272 
great  object  of,  to  ascertdn  the  intention,  51,  184 
can  enquire  whether  a  testamentary  paper  perfect  in  form  is 

cancelled,  426 
in  Court  of,  all  circumstances  to  be  taken  together  to  ascertain  whe- 
ther a  will  be  permanent  or  temporary,^  50 
PROHIBITION 

refused  in  the  case  of  a  voidable  marriage,  after  the  death  of  one  of 

the  parties,  21 
Bes^  where  a  person  haying  already  recovered  dilapidations  in  a  ten- 

'  poral  court,  sues  for  them  in  a  spiritual  court,  4 
PROTEST 

against  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Consistory  Cobrt  of  London,  431 


R. 


RECTOR 

may  remoye  obstruction,  if  it  be  thrown  in  his  way  when  he  is  taking 

his  Utbes,  401 
RE.EXAMINATION 

of  a  witness  refused,  118 
REPAIRS 

of  yicaiage  house  and  benefice  justify  the  se^estration  of  a  benefice, 

1—6 
may  be  enforced  by  a  process  in  ihe  blshop^s  court,  8 
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REQUEST 

letters  of,  from  the  offickl  and  commissary  of  the  Peculiar  of  Horn- 

cburch  aod  the  liberty  of  Hayering  de  la  Bower,  92 
the  Consistory  Coart  of  Peterborough,  95  • 

of  Bangor,  152 
of  Worcester,  153 
the  Commissary  General  and  Official  Principal  of  Chi« 

Chester,  198 
the  Commissary  Court  of  Canterbary,  238 

of  Surrey,  289,  321 
the  Official  of  the  Archdeaconry  of  Lewes,  373 
REVIVAL 

of  a  will,  11. 269 

our  doctrine  respecting,  taken  from  the  ci?il  law,  fi.  274. 
RIGHT  OF  WAY, 

question  concerning,  not  raised,  394 

s. 

SEQUESTRATOR 

of  A  liTing  bound  to  keep  in  repair  the  ?icarage>house  aod  buildings,  18 
liable  for  dilapidations,  n.  0,  7 
in  all  cases  to  render  an  account  to  th^  ordinary,  5 
only  ministerial,  iu  6 
a  kind  of  bailiff  to  the  bishop,  n.  0 

his  duty  to  proride  all  the  necessary  charges  for  the  church,  ii«  6 
a  creditor,  usually  preferred  as,  n.  6 

may  be  compelled  to  repair  by  a  process  from  the  Bishop's  Court,  8 
SEQUESTRATION, 

the  ordinary  form  of,  3 
writ  of,  mandatory,  n.  6 

if  finbhed,  and  the  accounts  closed,  it  may  be  a  question  whether  the 

sequestrator  is  liable  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,   8,  9 
SEPARATION 

i  m^mi  ei  ioroy  for  cruelty  and  adultery,  95,  125,  212 

for  adultery,  IQl 
for^ruelty,  111,  132 

not  barred  hj  the  conduct  of  the  husband,  125,  172 
in  causes  of,  no  credit  to  be  giren  to  the  statement  on 
oath  either  of  the  husband  or  the  wife,  165 
SON 

has  a  right  to  put  the  executors  to  the  proof  of  his  lather's  wilL  50 
SURETIES 

to  an  administration  bond  cannot  be  compelled  to  justify,  280 
SUSPENSION  AB  INGRESSU  ECCLESIiB 

for  brawling,  293 

T. 
TITHES 

suit  for  the  subtraction  of,  389,  391,  582 

whether  the  rector  let  in  carrying,  in  the  sense  of  the  2  &  3  Ed.  VI. 

c.  13.  398 
1 
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V. 

VERDICT 

at  the  Great  Sessions  at  Cardiff  iatr odaced  into  a  snit  at  tiie  Ecde- 

siasticai  Court  for  the  subtraction  of  tithes,  399 

VICAR 

the  most  proper  person  to  promote  a  sait  of  office  against  a  clergyman 
for  preaching  in  an  iinconsecrated  chapel  within  his  parish,  without 

the  consent  of  the  bbhop,  204 

VESTRY 

notice  not  necessary  to  be  given  of  the  specific  purpose  for  which  it  is 

convened,  384 

not  unusual  to  resolve  at,  that  a  rate  shall  be  made  by  the  church- 

wardens,  386 

w. 

WAY, 

if  shut  up  after  the  title  is  set  out,  the  setting  out  is  not  good,  399 
WIFE, 

evidence  of,  admissible  in  a  suit  instituted  by  her  husband  to  annul  the 

clandestine  marriage  of  a  minor  son,  131 

suit  brought  by,  dismissed  on  account  of  delay  in  the  proceedings,  155 
WITNESS, 

re>examination  of,  refused,  118 
WITNESSES 

permitted  to  be  examined  de  bene  eese^  431 — 440 

whether  any  precedent  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts  for  the  examination 
off  de  bene  esse^  In  the  ecclesiastical  courts,  435 

cannot  be  examined  de  bene  esse  in  the  courts  of  common  law,  439 

examined  de  bene  esse  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  437 
WILL, 

animus  testandi^  essential  to,  185 

in  duplicate,  n.  270,  275 

first,  how  far  revived  by  the  cancellation  of  a  second,  n.  276 

conditional,  295 

condition  of,  not  satisfied,  315 

revoked  by  marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child,  n.  276,  «t.  270 

revoked  by  the  Roman  law  agnatione  sui  hcBredisy  n,  259 

disputed,  ought  to  be  lodged  in  the  registry  of  the  Prerogative  Court 

for  safe  custody,  250 
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of  sequestration,  n.  6 

de  lunaUco  inqidrendoy  90  .  '  ' 
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